DoGood: A gamified mobile app to promote civic engagement by Rehm, Sebastian
LUDWIG-MAXIMILIANS-UNIVERSITÄT MÜNCHEN
Department “Institut für Informatik”
Lehr- und Forschungseinheit Medieninformatik
Prof. Dr. Heinrich Hußmann
Masterarbeit




Bearbeitungszeitraum: 6. 5. 2015 bis 15. 06. 2015
Betreuer: Prof. Dr. Marcus Foth (QUT) & Dr. Peta Mitchell (QUT)
Verantw. Hochschullehrer: Prof. Dr. Heinrich Hußmann (LMU)
Abstract
The rise of the mobile Internet enables the creation of applications that provide new and easier
ways for people to organise themselves, raise issues, take action and interact with their city. How-
ever, a lack of motivation or knowledge often prevents many citizens from regularly contributing
to the common good.
Therefore, this thesis presents DoGood, a smartphone app, that aims at motivating citizens to
carry out civic activities. The thesis asks what kinds of activities citizens consider to be civic and
to what extent gamification can motivate users in this context. The DoGood app uses gamified
elements to encourage citizens to submit and promote their civic activities as well as to join the
activities of others. Gamification is sometimes criticized for simply adding a limited number of
game elements, such as leaderboards, on top of an existing experience. However, in the case of the
DoGood app, the process of game design was an integral part of the development, and the gamified
elements target the user’s intrinsic motivations instead of providing them with an external reward.
DoGood was implemented as hybrid mobile app and deployed to citizens of Brisbane in a five
weeks long user study. The app successfully motivated most of its users to do more civic activities
and its gamified elements were well received. Based on the results of the user study, civic activities
can be defined as activities that give citizens the opportunity to become involved and improve life
in their local community.
Zusammenfassung
Die Verbreitung mobilen Internets erlaubt das Erstellen von Applikationen, die den Menschen
neue und einfachere Wege bieten sich zu organisieren, Fragen aufzuwerfen, in Aktion zu treten
und mit ihrer Stadt zu interagieren. Allerdings hindert fehlende Motivation oder Wissen viele
Menschen daran regelmäßig zum Gemeinwohl beizutragen.
Daher präsentiert diese Abschlussarbeit DoGood, eine Smartphone App die darauf abzielt Bür-
ger zu motivieren sogenannte “Civic Activities” durchzuführen. Diese Arbeit fragt welche Arten
von Aktivitäten Bürger als “civic” verstehen und inwiefern Gamification Nutzer in diesem Kontext
motivieren kann. DoGood nutzt gamifizierte Elemente um Bürger zu ermutigen ihre “Civic Activi-
ties” einzureichen und zu bewerben sowie den Aktivitäten Anderer beizutreten. Gamification wird
manchmal dafür kritisiert einfach nur eine eingeschränkte Anzahl von Spielelementen, wie zum
Beispiel Bestenlisten, zu bestehenden Konzepten hinzuzufügen. Im Fall der DoGood App war
der Game Design Prozess allerdings integraler Bestandteil der Entwicklung und die gamifizierten
Elemente zielen auf die intrinsischen Motiviationen des Nutzers ab anstatt externe Belohnungen
auszugeben.
DoGood wurde als Hybrid Mobile App implementiert und für eine fünfwöchige Nutzerstudie
an Bürger von Brisbane verteilt. Die App motivierte erfolgreich den Großteil ihrer Nutzer mehr
“Civic Activities” zu erledigen und die gamifizierten Elemente stießen auf positive Resonanz.
Basierend auf den Ergebnissen der Nutzerstudie können “Civic Activities” als Aktivitäten definiert
werden die den Bürgern die Möglichkeit geben, sich an der Gemeinschaft zu beteiligen und das
Leben dort zu verbessern.
Aufgabenstellung
This study asks the questions, how could a system for motivating civic engagement look like and
how could it be implemented. An important aspect of the system will be to identify the right kind
of incentives to motivate citizens to change their behaviour and share their data. Therefore the
study has to take into account existing location-based games and game-like applications without a
formal end status, like “Foursquare”. Foursquare is successful in numerous countries and rewards
users with both tangible and virtual benefits, like coupons for a café or just a higher status and
badge within the application.
The aim of the study is to find out how the interactive design aspects of these successful sys-
tems can be transferred to the setting of a publicly offered civic app. We ask, which incentives or
gamification aspects are attractive for citizens, and for which actions they could get these rewards.
The primary goal is to reach a critical mass for the application so factors will be taken into account
that will make the app popular and appealing to use in the first place. Additionally, privacy con-
cerns have to be taken into account: What are the limits for people to share their data voluntarily,
and how does the app need to be designed to reassure citizens about the safety of their data.
Research activities include:
1. Research of existing models and applications for motivating specific user behaviour through
gamification or rewards
2. Research of activities in the context of civic engagement
3. Create requirements for a model app
4. Technical development of a prototype app
5. Validation of prototype app in real life context (user study)
Ich erkläre hiermit, dass ich die vorliegende Arbeit selbstständig angefertigt, alle Zitate als solche
kenntlich gemacht sowie alle benutzten Quellen und Hilfsmittel angegeben habe.
München, June 15, 2015
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With the growth of cities and the increasing generation of data over the past years enabling cities to
become “smarter”, it has become easier to compare cities by certain key performance indicators,
such as data on CO2 levels, water, energy consumption, and transport. New technologies allow
for the “seamless transitioning between the visible and the invisible infrastructure of cities: road
systems, building complexes, information and communication technology, and people networks
create a buzzing environment that is alive and exciting” [31, p. 1]. Virtual information increas-
ingly shapes our experience and behaviour in physical locations to the extent that it has become
increasingly difficult to distinguish between the virtual and the real world [37].
In reaction to these trends, many local governments have started to employ e-government
solutions in an attempt to involve citizens to a greater degree in the process of urban planning,
maintenance and optimisation of the city [79]. Apps like Fix my street1(see figure 1.1), originally
launched in the UK in 2007, aim at involving citizens by providing them with a direct channel to
local governments to report broken streetlights or potholes in the street. Cities can now react to
these maintenance issues earlier and make use of a feedback channel to the citizens to tell them
about the status of the repairs. The app has become a success in the UK and similar systems were
soon adopted by other cities around the world [34]. New interactive systems for cities of the future
are going one step further: they not only try to fix things and thus make the city function more
smoothly but they aim at turning people into proactive and engaged citizens [32]. Situated at the
intersection of people, place and technology the research area of Urban Informatics provides an
interesting perspective from which to look at how such systems could be designed [31, 71].
In order to show the motivation behind this thesis the following section examines the current
discussion about smart cities and the problems as well as the opportunities created by this devel-
opment. Afterwards, the trend of gamification, as a means to engage users, is introduced. The
subsequent section presents how this thesis contributes to the research area of Urban Informatics
by gamifying civic activities. Finally, an overview of the thesis’s structure is given.
1.1 Smart Cities
With the wide distribution of smartphones among citizens and a dense sensor network within the
city, it is possible for both local governments and citizens themselves to track mobility patterns,
their carbon footprint or their energy consumption [44]. The term smart city is commonly used to
describe cities that use these technological advancements [58]. Global corporations like Siemens
or Cisco have started to use this trend in order to sell their vision of the smart city which can be seen
in prototypical cities such as Songdo or Masdar [38]. Their visions focus on a centralised software
system with a perfect knowledge about users’ habits and energy consumption. The corporations
assert that, by using this technology, city administrators will be able to achieve new levels of
efficiency, security, convenience and sustainability.
Critics of this idea, such as Greenfield [38] and Townsend [79], argue that a single, completely
knowledgeable solution for the smart city is in fact not possible. Furthermore, they warn about new
ethical questions especially concerning citizens’ privacy and other unforeseeable problems raised
by the implementation of the aforementioned all-in-one systems. Townsend warns that when it
comes to the history of city building, “the unintended consequences of new technologies often
dwarf their intended design” [79, p. 14]. However, the same technological and societal advances
that drive these corporate visions can also empower citizens and allow them to shape the future
of their city [79]. Open Data initiatives by governments such as data.gov.au democratise access
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Figure 1.1: Screenshots of the 2015 version of FixMyStreet
Hacks of Kindness3, aim to provide a framework for the bottom-up creation of services for the
smart city [63]. As a consequence, new ways of working together for the benefit of the society
emerge [72]. By motivating citizens to take an active role in optimising the city, it is possible to
reach a new level of sustainability [73].
1.2 Gamification and the Motivational Power of Video Games
There is a multitude of ways in which citizens can engage and participate in their city. Activities
such as donating blood or participating in communal street rubbish collection can all contribute to
collectively improving city life. One aspect of any system trying to tackle this challenge is finding
successful ways to motivate people. Evidenced by their success, video games are engaging people
in ways that seem to trump reality [69]. For a long time, research into video games concentrated
on whether they have potential to motivate aggressive or anti-social behaviour [4]. Recently how-
ever, researchers start to acknowledge the relevance of video games in our daily lives and try to
understand and define their motivational powers [65]. Consequently, they have also looked into
the potential of games for improving education and to promote behaviour change [68]. Others
have begun to investigate the civic potential of video games [47, 75].
At the same time, a concept called gamification has risen to popularity. Gamification har-
nesses the motivational power of games in order to create new habits or make otherwise routine
or “boring” processes more compelling [83]. Sometimes seen as an evolution of loyalty schemes
like frequent flyer miles [84], the concept was popularized by the well-known app Foursquare. In
addition to being a city discovery and location tracking service, Foursquare positioned itself as
a mobile game. Gamified elements such as the title of mayor for the most frequent visitor of a
locality served as the main motivation for some users of the app [54]. After Foursquare became
popular the same ideas were applied commercially in diverse settings such as task management,
finance management or personal development. As can be seen in example screenshots of gami-
fied apps in figure 1.2 some of the resulting applications, like recyclebank.com, use only a small
3www.rhokaustralia.org
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Figure 1.2: Screenshots of different gamified apps. (From top left to bottom: Foursquare, Super-
better, Recyclebank.com, HabitRpg)
amount of game elements, while others, like Superbetter4 or HabitRpg5, try to completely trans-
form mundane activities into games.
Researchers have also started to study the design of gamified applications [48] and applied the
concepts of gamification in different contexts such as the university itself [28]. The Just Press Play
project for example gamified the experience of first-year undergraduates in computing courses
with the aim to increase the students’ success rate [20]. Another popular area for the application
of gamification is behaviour change. Brooke et al. looked into the use of game elements like story
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Figure 1.3: The loading screen and of the DoGood app on an iPhone 5
1.3 Gamified Civic Activities
Researchers in the area of human computer interaction and urban informatics have already started
to search for ways to use these new developments in technology and interaction design for social
good. The resulting ideas and applications can be seen as a contribution to the bottom-up creation
of the smart city. Foth et al. [33], for example, applied mobile interaction design to increase the
loyalty rates of young blood donors. Ganoe et al. [35] looked into the use of mobile technologies
to raise awareness and participation for community-oriented activities.
Games researcher McGonigal argues that “All the good that comes out of games ... stems
from their ability to organise us around a voluntary obstacle” [56]. The multitude of possibilities
in which a citizen can contribute to the public good leads to the question whether these civic
activities could be such a voluntary obstacle. With an understanding that the term civic activity
is not yet well defined and what activities benefits the community can be a matter of opinion,
therefore, this thesis investigates two main research questions:
1. How can gamification be used in interaction design to motivate engagement around civic
activities?
2. What kinds of activities do citizens perceive as civic and community engagement?
The thesis uses the method of research through design [86] to explore the aforementioned
questions. This approach emphasizes the creation of a research artifact in order to inform fu-
ture design. Hence, a review of the relevant literature on civic engagement and gamification in
combination with ideation on these topics led to the concept of a gamified smartphone app called
DoGood (see figure 1.3). The app allows its users to submit civic activities and promote them to
other users of the application as well as their social contacts. All users are able to view and interact
with the submitted activities. They can connect the app to their Facebook profile to make use of
their existing social network.
The resulting prototype was deployed to citizens of Brisbane in a five-week-long user study.
In order to retrieve their understanding of civic activities, the study participants were not limited
in what kind of activities they could submit as civic activities. The activities submitted and the
participants’ interactions with the app were collected. Additionally, participants had to fill out
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a survey before and after using the app. All the data was collected to understand what kind of
gameful design can be used to motivate users in this context and to find out whether the app had
any impact on the participants’ understanding of civic activities.
1.4 Overview
The following chapter of this thesis reviews related works in order to show how the DoGood
app builds upon existing work and contributes its own new ideas and developments. On the one
hand, the chapter presents research into the definition of civic engagement as well as existing ICT
applications for civic engagement. On the other hand, it describes how gamification is defined,
how gamification can be built into an application or service and whether previous attempts at
using gamification for motivating users were successful. Finally, the chapter brings together those
two separate topics and looks at previous research into the combination of civic activities and
gamification.
Chapter three describes the concept development process that ultimately ended with the con-
cept for DoGood. It presents how initial expert interviews and a focus group on civic activities led
to a core application concept. Afterwards, it examines how brainstorming and sketching helped
to create the gameful elements of DoGood. This chapter ends with the gamified app concept for
DoGood.
Chapter four discusses the design steps from application concept to final application. Split
into three sections it first explains the initial concept and features for the prototype. Then the
chapter illustrates the iterative design process for the interface of the application before it presents
an overview of the final app interface and the app’s features.
Subsequently, chapter five describes the technical implementation of DoGood. The chapter
begins with an analysis of the software architecture followed by a discussion of the implementation
of the server and the used database schema. Finally, it presents the technical details of the hybrid
mobile app, which represents the user-facing part of DoGood.
Chapter six outlines the user study, which was an integral part of this thesis. At first, the
general design of the study is examined. Then it explains the design of the two surveys which
were done at the beginning and the end of the study. This chapter ends with an overview of the
results.
The following chapter discusses the results of the study in relation to the research questions of
this thesis. It starts with the results concerning civic activities and the definition for civic activities
which can be derived from these results. Afterwards, DoGood’s effectiveness in motivating par-
ticipants to join and promote civic activities is examined. This chapter closes with some general
observations about the study.
The thesis concludes by summarising the project and assessing to what extent it answered
its research question. Afterwards, the study’s limitations are outlined. Design recommendations
based on the outcome of the user study and thoughts on possible directions for future research
mark the end of this thesis.
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The two research questions of this thesis lead to two main areas of interest when looking at related
research. The first section of this chapter discusses existing research and definitions related to civic
engagement and civic activities. On the one hand, this helps to anticipate how some people might
understand the term when it is used in the context of a technological intervention like the DoGood
app. On the other hand, it creates a frame of reference for later evaluating the actual understanding
of the term. In order to be able to effectively use gamification to motivate people an understanding
of what gamification actually is as well as how it works is needed. Therefore, the second section
of this chapter looks into the current status of research on the topic of gamification. Finally, the
last section combines the two previous topics and examines research about using gamification to
increase civic engagement.
2.1 Civic Engagement
The first part of this section takes a closer look at the debate around the term civic engagement and
gives different examples of definitions. In the second part of this section a short overview of ICT
applications that try to increase civic engagement is given.
2.1.1 Defining Civic Engagement
According to the Oxford English Dictionary, the adjective civic describes something that is “con-
cerned with the welfare of the community as a whole, public-spirited” [2]. The term civic en-
gagement is simultaneously becoming more popular and broadening [52]. Consequently, there are
many definitions but at the same time there is no single widely agreed upon meaning of the term
[3]. Levine argues that this state of permanent debate is desirable as civic engagement “relates to
basic questions about what constitutes a good society and a good human life” [53].
Some definitions limit civic engagement to a specific type of activity such as community ser-
vice, political involvement or social change while others include a wider variety of activities [3].
Depending on the authors’ preferred definition of civic engagement, the term also sometimes gets
substituted with other terms such as civic participation [3, 43]. The search for a common defini-
tion is further complicated by the fact that the term is not only used and defined in the academic
community but also by organisations around the world. The World Bank defines civic engagement
as follows:
“Civic engagement is the participation of private actors in the pubic sphere, conducted
through direct and indirect interactions of civil society organisations and citizens-at-
large with government, multilateral institutions and business establishments to influ-
ence decision making or pursue common goals.” [77]
This is a comparably broad definition of civic engagement which also fails to clarify the com-
mon goals which could be pursued through civic engagement. However, other definitions clearly
link civic engagement to the public good. Adler understands civic engagement as the way “an
active citizen participates in the life of a community in order to improve conditions for others or
to help shape the community’s future” [3, p. 239]. Similarly, Ehrlich defines civic engagement as
the aim to make a difference in a community’s civic life and its quality of life [26]. He explicitly
includes political as well as non-political processes in his definition. The use of phrases like “im-
prove conditions” and “promoting the quality of life” shows that both of these definitions see civic
engagement as a way to achieve some greater good in the community. The role of community
organising in civic engagement is also acknowledged in Ranghelli’s literature review on the topic
[66]. Schuler introduces a similar concept with the term civic intelligence which he defines as
7
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“the dynamic ability of collectivities to perceive and address social and environmental problems
in ways that are just, and sustainable” [72, p. 61] .
The terms civic activities and civic action are often used in conjunction with the term of civic
engagement or civic participation [43, 42]. Based on their survey of theoretical and empirical
material, Haste and Hogan [42] try to define civic engagement and the resulting civic action more
clearly by dividing it up into three domains:
“These domains are, first, voting behaviour, which is primarily directed to acting
conventionally within the framework of representative democracy. Second, helping
in the community, which includes activities related to direct help to individuals, and to
being involved in community organisations. The third domain is making one’s voice
heard; this domain comprises actions which are aimed at influencing the legislature,
through individual or, more usually, collective action.” [42, p. 480]
2.1.2 Civic Activities in ICT
Although Haste and Hogan’s definition shows the breadth of activities which could be considered
civic, many ICT applications for increasing civic engagement choose to focus on political engage-
ment or collecting opinions of citizens [71, 51, 34, 27]. Their main aims are to make it easier
for people to make their voice heard as well as motivate them to actually participate in ongoing
debates. Goodman already argued in 2005 that emerging mobile interfaces can be used to create
better communication between a city and its citizens [36]. Discussions in Space [71] gives citi-
zens a new way to publicly show their opinion. A large public screen promotes civic questions
and passersby can immediately answer via their mobile phones. Another example is Puget Sound
Off [27]. This project is aimed at increasing civic engagement among the youth. Puget Sound Off
is an online blogging and networking site where young people could engage in discussions about
issues that matter to them.
An exception from the aforementioned trend is the work of Hansen et al. [41]. Their platform
ACTion Alexandria focuses on community organising and collective action. They define civic ac-
tion as the “primary goal of civic participation initiatives that aim to promote prosocial behaviours
for the public good” [41, p. 1309]. ACTion Alexandria serves as matchmaker between nonprof-
its or government agencies and potential volunteers or donors. Using this platform users can not
only post about problems but also directly contribute. Organizers can post so called actions (see
figure 2.1). Actions can be donations or volunteer efforts, which the users of the platform can
choose to complete. ACTion Alexandria shows that ICT can be used to improve areas of civic
engagement other than the aforementioned aspects. Still, all of the presented applications focus
on predefined parts of civic engagement or understand the term rather narrowly. This leaves room
for this study to explore what citizens see as civic engagement and civic activities and whether
they can be motivated to become more engaged.
2.2 Gamification
Gamification is a motivational concept that was popularized by commercial applications like
Foursquare, but has also sparked discussions in the academic community from the start. The
line between scientific contributions to the debate and those from the industry is often fluid and
both sides bring valid viewpoints to the table. Therefore, the following sections consider both
sides when examining different topics concerning gamification. In the first section, the evolution
of definitions for the term gamification is shown. Afterwards, different methods and approaches
for creating gamification are discussed. The last section presents research which is concerned with
the question whether gamification actually works.
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Figure 2.1: The ActNow site of ACTion Alexandria [41]
2.2.1 Defining Gamification
Gamification only became popular over the last few years. Hence, there is still a lot of discussion
about a correct and usable definition. Despite being already used in 2008 [17], the term gamifica-
tion first attracted increased attention after digital marketers like Zichermann promoted it in 2010
[85]. In 2011 one of the first popular books about gamification by Zichermann and Cunningham
proposed to define gamification as “the process of game-thinking and game mechanics to engage
users and solve problems” [84, p. xiv]. They see gamification as an opportunity to generate re-
markable behaviour change and position it as a further evolution of loyalty programs and similar
marketing schemes [84]. The gamification company Bunchball similarly describes gamification
as a way to drive participation and engagement as well as change people’s behaviour [9]. They
also go one step further and make the collection and communication of statistics the centre of
their concept (see figure 2.2). For Werbach gamification is primarily about bringing fun to obliga-
tory activities [83]. Zichermann as well as Werbach understand gamification as a way to increase
a user’s engagement with a product. In their opinion, increased engagement leads to increased
revenue for the product’s owner.
Both, Werbach and Zichermann, emphasize that Gamification is not about simply putting
badges onto a website [83, 84]. Still, early on the concept was met with critique and called out
by game design researcher Ian Bogost as “mistaking incidental properties like points and levels
for primary features like interactions with behavioural complexity” [8]. He went so far as de-
scribing gamified applications as exploitationware. Deterding, a designer and researcher, attacked
especially Zichermann for establishing gamification as a method to trick customers [21]. He ar-
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Figure 2.2: Bunchball’s view of Gamification [9]
gues that Zichermann only replaces monetary rewards with virtual ones in the hope that customers
still react the same way. Additionally, he accuses Zichermann of reducing games and therefore
gamification to reward mechanisms.
Apart from the fact that games are about more than reward structures [21], there generally is
concern that adding rewards like points or badges and therefore extrinsic motivation to an activity
could replace or displace intrinsic motivation [59]. Deci et al. proofed this connection through
an analysis of experiments with rewards [18]. As mentioned before, many industry proponents
focus on exactly these elements [9, 84]. Zichermann justifies that intrinsic motivation can not be
counted on and that good design makes extrinsic motivation feel intrinsic to a user. Nevertheless,
industry publications also acknowledge that giving an external reward increases the expectation
for a reward on further occasions [84, 83].
At the same time as gamification became popular in marketing, Deterding et al. introduced
the first widely adopted academic definition of the term. They identify the concept as the “use
of game design elements in non-game contexts” [25, p. 9]. With this definition they aim to
distinguish gamification from other concepts like games or toys (see figure 2.3). In addition to
that, they want to delineate gamification from similar terms like alternate reality games. They
use McGonigal’s term gamefulness [56] to further specify gamification. Gamefulness stands for
play which is bound by rules and goals. The related term playfulness describes the free form play
which often occurs when playing with toys. Gamfication is differentiated from actual games in its
use of elements of game design instead of all game design. Nevertheless, the border between the
two concepts can be fluid. Deterding et al. summarise gamification as follows [25, p. 13]:
• the use (rather than the extension) of
• design (rather than game-based technology or other game- related practices)
• elements (rather than full-fledged games)
• characteristic for games (rather than play or playfulness)
• in non-game contexts (regardless of specific usage intentions, contexts, or media of imple-
mentation).
In a more recent publication Werbach critiques this elemental definition of gamification [82].
His main criticism is that there is no widely accepted list of game design elements. He argues that
this renders the elemental definition vague. Additionally, he states that not all experiences that
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Figure 2.3: Differentiation of Gamification against other concepts by Deterding et al. [25]
include game elements can be categorized as gamified otherwise the term would loose its mean-
ing. In order to remedy this situation he suggests seeing gamification as a process. He proposes to
define gamification as “the process of making activities more game-like” [82, p. 1]. This definition
is helpful for categorizing existing applications but does not help in creating gamification as the
process itself remains unspecified. Therefore, this thesis will continue to use the definition pro-
vided by Deterding et al. [25] as it is the most widely accepted and also establishes a framework
for creating gamification.
2.2.2 Creating Gamification
In addition to defining gamification, the aforementioned industry publications try to give advice
on how to gamify applications or services [83, 84]. Despite the fact that both emphasize that only
putting points, badges and leaderboards into an application is not the point of gamification, their
guidelines mostly describe how to use this limited set of game design elements for motivating
and engaging users or customers. Werbach proposes that extrinsic motivation helps to motivate
people for boring activities but that it is better to tap into already existing intrinsic motivation
[83]. At the same time, he states that the aforementioned standard gamification elements are not
automatically completely external motivators. He references Deci and Ryan, who argue that there
is a continuum of behaviour regulators for extrinsic motivation from external to integrated [19].
With each step extrinsic motivation becomes more internal and therefore more valuable to change
a user’s behaviour. In Werbach’s view, points are not wholly external as they appeal to a user’s
pride or their social standing. Werbach as well as Zichermann also cite Bartle’s player types [6].
They assert that this characterization of players into four different groups (achievers, explorers,
socializers, and killers) helps to guide the design process and makes sure that the gamification
appeals to the whole audience.
In addition to their elemental definition of gamification Deterding et al. [25] propose that
there is more to gamification than points, badges and leaderboards. They outline that game design
elements exist on varying levels of abstraction and distinguish five different categories, which are
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ordered from concrete to abstract:
1. Game interface design patterns
2. Game design patterns and mechanics
3. Game design principles and heuristics
4. Game models
5. Game design methods
Points, badges and leaderboards are all game interface design patterns. The additional four
categories are also inspired by game design and create a larger toolbox for gamification. As
a consequence, established game design literature can be used in the design process. This can
help to consider possibilities other than a leaderboard for creating competition in a gamification
concept, for example.
Deterding, Nicholson as well as Richards et al. all argue that industry-focused approaches for-
get to consider the context in which a game design element is applied [22, 59, 67]. Like Werbach
Nicholson also references self-determination theory [19] but deduces that even introjected moti-
vation can only be useful for short-term change. He assesses that only the addition of situationally
relevant information and user-centred design can make the gamification meaningful. In his view
“the dependence upon external rewards for motivation should be replaced by connections between
the non-game activity and needs or goals in the user’s life based upon information, which will al-
low users to have a positive internalized experience” [59, p. 6]. Similar to Nicholson, Jacobs [45]
sees gamification as a process of creation instead of simply adding some predefined structures on
top of an existing service or application. In order to achieve meaningful gamification Nicholson
suggests six elements as a recipe for the design process [60, p. 4]:
1. Play – facilitating the freedom to explore and fail within boundaries
2. Exposition – creating stories for participants that are integrated with the real-world setting
and allowing them to create their own
3. Choice – developing systems that put the power in the hands of the participants
4. Information – using game design and game display concepts to allow participants to learn
more about the real-world context
5. Engagement – encouraging participants to discover and learn from others interested in the
real-world setting
6. Reflection – assisting participants in finding other interests and past experiences that can
deepen engagement and learning.
After defining gamification, Deterding introduced the model of situated motivational affor-
dances to establish a link between the motivational needs of a user with a certain background and
the ability of an object to fulfill these needs [22]. Among other things this means that the diffi-
culty of a game needs to be appropriate in order for the player to feel competent instead of either
incompetent or unchallenged. This is similar to the popular concept of flow by Csikszentmihalyi
et al. [16]. Flow is a user’s state of full engagement with a system and only occurs if the challenge
matches the skills of the user. Deterding also emphasizes the importance of the organisational
context of gamification. Linking a gamification element in a company to a financial reward could
for example be perceived as controlling instead of motivating.
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Figure 2.4: Schematic of a skill atom by Deterding [24]
Deterding later added the concepts of skill atoms and game design lenses into his approach for
the design of gamification [23]. As shown in figure 2.4, a skill atom is the smallest self-contained
system of a game and characterizes a feedback loop between player and game while focusing
on a distinct skill or challenge. By using skill atoms, Deterding aims to identify challenges in
an application that can be intrinsically motivating for the user. He then uses an established game
design tool called lenses [70] to make such single aspects or the whole application more motivating
and engaging. This combination of concepts is then arranged into a method for creating gameful
applications or gamifying existing application [24]. In contrast to other researchers like Nicholson,
Deterding not only provides a full process for creating Gamification but also demonstrates the use
of the process through multiple industry case studies. This approach was used for coming up with
the gamification elements of the DoGood app because it provides a clear and proven process. By
incorporating actual game design elements in the design process this method leads to gameful
elements that emerge through the process instead of added on features.
2.2.3 Does Gamification Work?
If you trust enterprise gamification companies like Bunchball or Badgeville, gamification is the
best and most effective solution to motivate employees. In 2013 the analysis website MarketAnd-
Markets6 projected gamification to become a $5.5 billion market by 2018 [55]. At the same time,
many fitness apps like Fitbit or Nike+ integrate gamification elements and there are many to-do
list apps with varying levels of gamification such as HabitRPG or EpicWin. However, there are not
many scientific investigations into how effective gamification actually is. Kappen et al. compare
two gamified task managers with standard ones in a small study with 14 participants [48]. The
participants did not find the gamified apps more useful and preferred their standard ones because
of ease of use. They admit, however, that their low sample size limits their findings. In another
study Costa et al. investigate leaderboards to encourage punctuality at meetings [15]. They found
that leaderboards can encourage positive social behaviour like social comparisons and provide a
possibility to improve punctuality if implemented correctly.
Zuckermann and Gal-Oz created three different versions of an Android app to promote routine
walking [87]. The three versions have varying levels of gamification with the first one providing
quantified feedback and the other two adding points and social comparison respectively. They
show that the quantified version significantly increased walking time of the participants. The more
gamified versions, however, did not improve on the quantified version. In contrast to this, Chen and
6marketandmarkets.com
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Pu explain that their gamified fitness application HealthyTogether significantly increased physical
activities [11]. They used different versions of their app to understand whether competition, coop-
eration or a hybrid of these two concepts works better in the context of physical activities. Their
study demonstrates that cooperation performs the best.
Hamari et al. reviewed 24 empirical studies of gamification in order to answer the question
“Does gamification work?” [40]. Firstly, the researchers compare what game-like motivational
affordances were implemented. As expected points, badges and leaderboards are the most promi-
nent gamification elements. Other elements they identify include levels, feedback or progress.
Secondly, Hamari et al. examine the success of the showcased applications. The greater part of
the papers reviewed studied behavioural outcomes as opposed to psychological outcomes. Most
of the reviewed studies report at least partly positive outcomes through the use of gamification.
However, they acknowledge that many of the papers are descriptive and therefore do not report
actual effects. They also find that some studies show only short-term results which could be at-
tributed to a novelty effect of the used applications. At the same time, Hamari et al. discover that
even when the same gamification elements are used the observed positive effects are not universal
for different contexts and types of users.
Figure 2.5: Screenshots of Fitz-Walter’s gamified app for university orientation [28]
Fitz-Walter et al. come to similar findings in two different studies of gamified applications
[29, 28]. While one study is focused at learner drivers, the other one is aimed at students during
their first weeks of university. Like Kappen et al. [48] they found that gamification should not
come at the expense of usability [29]. Nevertheless, the gamification was generally well received
in both of their studies but different player preferences emerged. In their second study which
focused on a gamified app for new students (see figure 2.5) they are able to prove some increased
engagement with orientation activities [28]. In a similar project, Decker and Lawley demonstrate
that gamifying the university experience can lead to increased interaction between students and
faculty staff [20]. Overall, the available research shows that gamification can work in a variety of
cases and that it is not harmful as long as it does not come at the expense of usability. However, the
presented studies also demonstrate that an understanding of which kinds of gamification work in a
certain context is needed to inform future application concepts. Therefore, this thesis contributes
by investigating which elements of gamification work in the context of civic engagement.
2.3 Gamification and Civic Activities
Independent from the kind of civic activities they target, some researchers already started investi-
gating gamification or similar approaches as a possible motivational element in civic engagement
applications [75, 51, 14]. Stokes illustrates the use of gamification in a fundraising challenge as
an example of possible uses. Additionally, he argues that the game design elements of meaningful
14
2 RELATED WORK 2.3 Gamification and Civic Activities
choice [75], play and iteration to build coherence are having the greatest value for civic engage-
ment. He also proposes that game design thinking can add a valuable perspective. In his opinion,
the process of game design adds more strategic and system-based planning to the design process
of tools for civic engagement.
Coronoda Escobar and Vasquez Urriago also wonder whether gamification could be an effec-
tive mechanism for promoting civic engagement [14]. They see the most potential in the encour-
agement of citizen participation. In contrast to Stokes, they explain that the game design elements
related to meaning, social influence and unpredictability are the most fitting in this context. Nev-
ertheless, they admit that traditional game interface elements, which derive their motivation from
rewards and achievements, can also be helpful to create initial engagement.
Lehner et al. share the opinion of Coronoda Escobar and Vasquez Urriago and see potential in
using gamification to increase civic participation [51]. They study existing pervasive games and
their players in order to understand the most engaging parts of these games. As a main result,
they discover that the social parts, such as team-competition, are the most fascinating aspects for
the players. They also present the prototype for a gamified civic participation platform called
Community Circles based on their findings. The concept includes challenges and teamwork in an
app where city representatives can ask for ideas and users can start multiple choice polls to learn
about the opinions of other citizens.
In general the existing research shows that gamification has the potential to motivate people
if applied correctly. At the same time, there is a knowledge gap when it comes to how effective
different gamification techniques are. As outlined in the previous sections just applying the stan-
dard gamification elements such as levels or badges onto an existing application does not have a
high chance of success. There is no single gamification solution which works in every situation.
Rather, in order to effectively integrate gamification the targeted experience has to be designed
from the ground up with game design processes in mind. Different contexts need different vari-
eties of gamification and there is still research needed to understand which gamification elements
work in the context of civic engagement.
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3 Development of the DoGood Concept
As shown by the literature review in the previous section, civic engagement can have various
meanings to different people, and an application which aims to motivate civic engagement has to
take this into account. Additionally, there is no fixed set of rules on how to apply gamification. This
means that still multiple steps are needed to arrive at a viable concept for a gamified application to
motivate civic engagement. Hence, this chapter explains the development of the concept behind
the DoGood app.
In the first section of this chapter, three short interviews with experts in gamification and civic
engagement in ICT are presented. Afterwards, the process that was used to find out more about
civic activities is outlined. A focus group session was used to get an overview how people besides
the researchers understand the term civic. The results of this focus group led into a general concept
for the DoGood app. Finally the last section shows how Deterding’s process for gamification [24]
was used to imbue the app with gameful elements.
3.1 Introductory Interviews
Three interviews with experts were conducted to clarify the possible avenues for using gamifica-
tion to increase civic engagement. The first interview was conducted with Dr Ronald Schroeter,
who is an expert on using ICT for civic engagement. Schroeter is the main creator of the Dis-
cussions in Space application, which was mentioned as an example of ICT applications for civic
engagement in section 2.1.2. He was also involved in the development of Fix Vegas, an application
similar to Fix my street which was developed at QUT [34]. The aim behind the interview was to
find out which possibilities and needs in using ICT for civic engagement are seen by someone who
has experience in the field.
The other interviewees were two experts on games and gamification, Dr Daniel Johnson and
Dr Zachary Fitz-Walter. Johnson is associate professor at the QUT and leads the QUT Games
Research and Interaction Design Lab. Fitz-Walter has done a PhD in the area of gamification
and curates a weekly newsletter about the topic7. Both experts were asked about their stance on
extrinsic versus intrinsic motivation in gamification. Further questions included how they see real,
e.g. monetary, rewards in gamification and whether they know about any further examples of
gamification for civic engagement.
As to be expected from his previous work Schroeter mainly mentioned direct interactions with
the city as cases of civic engagement. An example he named is a citizen voicing her opinion about
a new development plan for an area of the city. In his opinion there are two main opportunities to
employ ICT for civic engagement. The first one is to use ICT to explain how the city works and
thereby make the city more transparent, which could lead to more engagement. Another option is
to take out existing middle-men in the city and give citizens better tools to organise themselves. He
explained that many stakeholders like city agencies are a historical necessity to make it possible
for so many people to live together. However, new technologies can make those stakeholders
superfluous and in Schroeter’s words “an ideal world doesn’t need them”.
The two experts on games and gamification provided new insights into how gamification for
civic engagement could work. When asked about extrinsic and intrinsic rewards Fitz-Walter’s
opinion was similar to Nicholson’s [60]. He sees a continuum between extrinsic and intrinsic
motivation, where extrinsic motivation can replace intrinsic one. However, he suggested using
extrinsic motivation as a way to get people started. In his interview Johnson emphasized the social
component of many popular games as a main reason for their success. Games can be a way to meet
like-minded people. Both interview partners saw civic engagement as a social endeavor. Hence,
when asked about cooperation and competition they both thought these elements should work well
7gamificationweekly.com
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when gamifying civic engagement. Johnson also highlighted that in good games the environment
keeps the competition fair and therefore motivating.
As a result of these interviews it became clearer which game design elements could and should
be used in the context of gamification. Still, the experts’ statements also show that a simple leader-
board might not be enough to create sustainable competition. Schroeter’s ideas of creating tools
for citizens to organise themselves without intermediary stakeholders fits well with Townsend’s
idea of the bottom up creation of the smart city [79]. The lack of external stakeholders also makes
this idea attractive for an initial project.
3.2 Civic Activities Ideation
The next step on the way towards an application concept, was to better understand what activi-
ties and behaviours people consider to be civic and which issues concerning this topic could be
addressed by a software application. As mentioned in section 2.1.1 there is no widely accepted
definition of civic activities or civic engagement. Hence, a focus group consisting of members
of the Urban Informatics Research Lab was used to collect the activities and ideas they associate
with the term civic. The aim was to gain an understanding of what the term means for a broader
group of people. The results of this focus group are outlined in the next section. Afterwards, the
core application concept which was derived from the previous work is described.
3.2.1 Focus Group
The focus group was conducted with eight participants during a so-called Friday Rumble. These
are informal team-meetings that take place on a regular basis and are generally used for brain-
storming, progress presentations or guest talks. A short presentation with ten examples of activi-
ties and behaviours typically considered civic was used to introduce the participants to the topic.
The examples included communal rubbish collection, voting and participating in a charity run.
Participants were then asked to put their own thoughts about civic activities and behaviours onto
post-it notes. Afterwards these notes were collected on a white-board and discussed in the group.
The focus group participants wrote down a wide range of activities some of which can be
seen in figure 3.1. A few of the activities were related to initiatives of the city itself like the
Adopt a Creek project, while others were activities initiated by non governmental organisations
or the community like the Cleanup Australia Day. In addition to these expected results, one
participant wondered whether civic activities should be related to the city or rather its inhabitants.
Similarly, others also perceived smaller and more personal activities as civic. Examples include
picking up your own dog’s excrements or being more environmentally conscious in your daily
life. Interestingly, the range of activities mentioned surprised many of the participants. They also
discovered that civic activities can be less effort than expected.
Figure 3.1: Digitized Post-its from the focus group on civic activities
The activities collected in the focus group fit well with the aforementioned definition of civic
action as promoting pro-social behaviours for the public good [41]. Additionally, most of the
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mentioned activities are focused on having a local impact and are place based. For the participants
civic activities seemed to be about having an impact in the neighborhood rather than contributing
to world wide issues. The discussion also showed that there is a desire to be an active citizen, but
a lack of knowledge about what can be done and missing initial motivation can keep people from
actually participating or contributing.
3.2.2 Core Application Concept
The results of the focus group were used to generate ideas about what an ICT application could do
to increase civic engagement. This led to three main aims an application should target:
1. Increase the number of people participating in civic activities
2. Improve the awareness about the range of civic activities out there
3. Explore crowdsourcing efforts by canvassing different skillsets that participants can con-
tribute
Guided by the limited scope of this project the concept for the application concentrated on two
of the aforementioned three issues. With the aim to increase the number of participants of civic
activities and raise awareness about the range of civic activities in a particular location, a core
concept for the DoGood application was created:
DoGood serves as a repository of civic activities, where users can discover local civic
activities as well as create and promote their own civic activities.
This concept enables the project to address both research questions with a single application. On
the one hand, gameful elements can be employed in the applications design in order to motivate
users to submit, promote and join civic activities. On the other hand, the concept does not propa-
gate a fixed view of civic engagement but rather leaves it open to users which activities they want
to submit as civic activities. The name DoGood also serves this idea. It states the purpose of the
application and it is more evocative and easier to understand than the term civic. The activities
collected in the focus group could all be considered as doing good.
The persuasive technology researcher Fogg argues that instead of trying to completely change
the behaviour of people one should start with small steps [30]. As a consequence this project
does not try to convince someone about the general value of civic activities. Rather, this project
assumes that users of an application for civic activities have a general interest in civic activities
but at the same time can lack in knowledge, motivation or opportunity. The project tries to address
this lack.
In recent years, the smartphone started to replace the computer as primary device to access
the Internet even at home [80]. The focus group indicated that people want to be presented with
civic activites rather than having to seek them out. The better localization and notification features
of smartphones can help to make this a reality. Therefore, it was decided to focus on creating
DoGood as a mobile application.
3.3 Gameful Design
After the core concept was created, the innovation parts of Deterding’s method for gameful design
called “the lens of intrinsic skill atoms” [24] were used to come up with gameful elements for
the application. The process was divided into several parts which are presented in the following
sections. At first, motivations and challenges for the user’s actions concerning civic activities
were collected. These were then used as the main input for a brainstorming session to generate
as many ideas as possible for gamifying the user’s actions by addressing their challenges and
19
3.3 Gameful Design 3 DEVELOPMENT OF THE DOGOOD CONCEPT
motivations. In the last step, the most promising ideas for gameful elements were translated into a
series of scenario sketches that helped to decide which ideas should become part of the application
concept.
3.3.1 Civic Engagement Challenges and Motivations
Apart from examples for civic activities, the discussion in the focus group session presented in
section 3.2 also delivered ideas about the challenges and motivations when it comes to doing civic
activities. According to Deterding, the challenges and motivations behind an action need to be
known in order to be able to gamify it. This collection does not have to be exhaustive, because its
main purpose is to serve as a further inspiration for the ideation on gameful elements.
The first action the DoGood app concept targets is taking part in a civic activity. Different
motivations are imaginable behind participating in an activity. One motivation could be just the
desire to help in the community and another one could be the relationship to a person involved
in the activity. It could also be the sense of joint pride after completing a common effort that
motivates someone to join. At the same time, there are multiple challenges that can be associated
with this activity. The first one is that you have to know about an activity to be able to take part in it.
Another challenge is finding the right civic activity. This challenge can be influenced by personal
preferences and attitudes, e.g. being interested in animal rights or environmental protection, but
also by time or mobility constraints. Finally, even if a citizen knows about an activity, it actually
fits their schedule and it concerns an issue they are interested in, it can still remain a challenge to
actually complete or take part in the activity.
The other action in the app concept is the promotion of civic activities. Users could for exam-
ple invite friends into the submitted activities. The original concept for DoGood is not fixed on
how the promotion happens as long as it happens. It could happen inside the app, through other
virtual channels such as social networks or in the real world. In general, the motivations behind
promoting an activity could be the same as they are for taking part in an activity. However, de-
pending on a person’s character inviting one or multiple other persons can add social challenges.
Some people do not want to bother others with their causes. Additionally, it can be a challenge to
find the right words to explain to someone why they should join a civic activity.
3.3.2 Gamification Ideation
A brainstorming session with five members of the Urban Informatics Research Lab was the next
step for generating the gameful elements of the concept. As suggested by Deterding [24], so-
called innovation stems [81] were used to provide prompts to generate ideas. Innovation stems,
sometimes also called How mights, are short questions that help to inspire creativity. The questions
often start with the phrase “How might we ...”. The motivations and challenges presented in the
previous paragraphs together with Schell’s game design lenses [70] can then be combined in the
questions to form the full innovation stems. The game design lenses are a set of design instructions,
which help game designers to see the game design space. Examples include Challenge, Fairness
and Chance. Deterding provides previously successful example templates for innovation stems
like “How might we spark <motivation> in <challenge>?” [24, p. 36].
During the brainstorming session the participants were presented with four innovation stems.
After an innovation stem was presented the participants had three minutes to come up with at least
5 ideas related to the innovation stem. These ideas did not have to be fully formulated gameful
elements but rather prompts for a further discussion. The following four innovation stems were
used:
• How might we spark a desire to help with goals?
• How might we spark a sense of joint pride with cooperation?
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• How might we alleviate the social barrier of inviting people with competition?
• It’s like <game> for submitting civic activities.
The generated responses were written on pieces of paper and discussed while they were collected
on a whiteboard. Participants suggested to add specific numbers of users as goal to a civic activity
or to make civic activities more urgent by having them expire. As shown in figure 3.2, the partici-
pants also suggested a wide variety of video games as well as board games, where some mechanics
could serve as inspiration for gamifying DoGood. During the discussion the group discovered that
many ideas were based on the locational or place-based aspects of an activity. Discovering activ-
ities in a scavenger hunt or unlocking new parts of the city through participating in activities are
examples of such ideas.
Typical gamification elements like leaderboards and badges were also mentioned and dis-
cussed. However, some participants were skeptical about direct competition between users. They
explained that it would not feel right to them to compete against others in doing activities for the
greater good. Not all participants supported this feeling, but this suggests that obvious competition
between users of an app for civic engagement could work against the intrinsic desire of some users
to help.
Figure 3.2: A photo of some of the post-its with ideas from the gamification brainstorming
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3.3.3 Gamified Scenarios
After the brainstorming, six of the resulting ideas and concepts were chosen and explored further
through the use of storyboards. Each storyboard consists of six sketches and their purpose was to
further explore and question the chosen ideas [10]. The ideas were selected with an awareness of
the consequences of replacing intrinsic motivation with extrinsic rewards as discovered by Ryan
and Deci [18]. As a result, ideas that tap into existing motivations were preferred (e.g., contributing
to a better or more responsive city). Each of the ideas was formalized so that it focused on a single
game design lens such as competition, reward or challenge. The chosen ideas were:
• CityMeter - A visualization gives direct feedback on a user’s contribution to the city if they
complete a civic activity (see figure 3.3).
• Scavenger Hunt - Users can discover traces of civic activities left by other users while
walking through the city (see figure 3.4).
• Competing Activities - Activities are competing for influence in the city. Users can support
their favorite activities by joining and inviting friends.
• Suburb Competition - Users register for a suburb. Suburbs are competing against each
other on the amount of civic activities performed.
• Commitment - Users can publicly commit to doing an activity in order to increase the
likelihood of actually following through.
• Urgent To-dos - When adding a civic activity as a to-do, a user has to commit to a deadline
by which they will complete the activity.
The storyboards made clearer how the interactions with the application could look like and also
provided a base to think about the technical feasibility of the different gameful elements. Addi-
tionally, they also show how the ideas can take advantage of the capabilities of a smartphone, such
as localization or notifications.
Figure 3.3: A scenario sketch for visual feedback of a user’s contribution
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Figure 3.4: A scenario sketch for discovering new activities
3.4 Gamified App Concept
After the analysis of the scenario storyboards, a final concept for a gamified app was created. In-
stead of competition between users, as common in gamification, the competition between different
activities is in the centre of this concept. Three game design lenses are used in this element: com-
petition, cooperation and visible progress. The contribution of a user to an activity is visualized
by linking their decision to join an activity to an increase in the score of the activity. This element
taps into the motivation to support a particular cause and aims at increasing participation in civic
activities. Users can also indirectly increase the score by convincing friends to join an activity.
Participants of the civic engagement focus group and the gamification brainstorming session
indicated that they would like to be notified about interesting civic activities instead of having to
seek them out on their own. To increase awareness about specific civic activities and to give the
score of an activity additional meaning, the score defines the influence radius of an activity. Users
that wander into this influence radius of an activity are then notified about the activity. Hence,
the more users join an activity the more additional users will get notified about the activity, which
could create a virtuous circle.
The second gameful element aimed at increasing participation is the addition of a deadline
when choosing to do a civic activity. If a civic activity does not have a specific date a user has to
choose a date by which they want to complete the activity. Thereby users are creating a challenge
for themselves while still remaining autonomous which can increase their commitment [5]. It
also forces the user to think about a feasible timeframe for completing the activity. Notifications
can then be used to remind users about outstanding activities. If a user misses the self-imposed
deadline for an activity it is possible that a guilty conscience motivates them to complete the
activity after all.
Another gameful element is that the decision to join an activity as well as the creation or
completion of an activity is visible to friends or other users. By publicly announcing a user’s
commitment to complete an activity social pressure increases. In contrast to a leaderboard, the
awareness about the actions of others does not primarily try to initiate competition between users.
Rather, it leaves it up to the users how to react. Depending on their personality, users still can
engage in competitive behaviour and try to do more activities than their friends. However, they
could also react with normative behaviour. This means that they get motivated to do as well as
others when confronted with the contributions of others [64].
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The final gameful element is that DoGood keeps track of the achievements of its users in
order to reward users for their actions. Actions are creating or completing an activity as well as
inviting a friend to an activity. Any user can deliberately access these achievements but they are
not compared between users. Similarly to the aforementioned element of public commitments
this element theoretically creates the opportunity for users to engage in normative or competitive
behaviour. Once again, the application leaves it up to the user to interpret the gameful element in
a way that fits their personality.
Notably absent is a feature that checks whether a user has really completed a to-do. Cheating
can become a problem for applications with elements of gamification. DoGood is aimed at people
who want to complete activities for the greater good and the game elements are based on this
assumption. Nevertheless, there are possibilities to introduce anti-cheating measures into an app
such as DoGood. However, including any kind of policing in the current version of DoGood would




After the concept for DoGood was finalized, a fully functional prototype was developed. The
purpose of this prototype was to be deployed in a user study and then used by multiple participants
over a period of several weeks. This chapter describes how this prototype was created. It is divided
into three parts. In the first part the initial concept and planned features of the smartphone app are
described. Next, the different stages of prototypes which led to the final application interface are
explained. The last part then explains the app’s final interface and describes its features.
4.1 Initial Concept and Features
Before the design process for the DoGood application started, the gamified concept from section
3.4 had to be translated into a list of desired features for the prototype. This information was
needed to inform the choice of technology on which the prototype should be based. The following
features, sorted by their importance, were decided to be essential for the prototype:
• Place-Based Civic Activities – Users are able to discover and submit civic activities. These
activities have multiple properties such as a title, a location and a description. Some of the
properties could be optional.
• Save Activities as To-dos – Users can save the submitted activities into a to-do list inside
the app. After a user completed an activity they can mark it as completed. A user has to add
a deadline to a to-do if the targeted activity does not have a specific date.
• User Profiles and Achievements – Each user has their own profile where they can see
which activities they have submitted or completed and how many friends they have invited.
This profile is also accessible for other users of the app.
• Notifications – Notifications are used to inform users about civic activities near them. Ad-
ditionally, users get notified about activities they have added to their to-do list and not yet
completed.
• Social News Feed – If a new activity is submitted or a user joins or completes an activity, it
gets broadcast as a news item on a newsfeed. For the purpose of the prototype all news are
visible to all users.
• Facebook Integration – Users can register for the app via Facebook, which makes it easier
to log into the app and make the app more personal. Moreover, users are able to invite their
friends into the app or to a specific activity.
There are a lot more features which could theoretically be included in the DoGood app. Never-
theless, the amount of time for the project was limited and the main purpose of the project was
to contribute to answering the research questions of this thesis. Hence, the features were limited
to those deemed necessary to achieve a smartphone app that can help answer these questions and
feels complete to the study participants.
On the basis of this list of features, the decision was made to develop the DoGood app as a so-
called hybrid mobile app. Hybrid mobile apps are essentially web applications which are packed
in a native wrapper to be distributed on a smartphone. Their main advantage is that only minor
adjustments are necessary to run the same application on smartphones with different operating
systems, such as iOS and Android. A hybrid app has a greatly increased amount of potential
users, because it is not restricted to a single platform. This makes it easier to recruit participants
for a study. At the same time, a hybrid app has full access to most features of native smartphone
apps, such as notifications.
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4.2 Interface Design Process
After determining the feature-set, the method of iterative design [61] was used to create a user-
friendly interface and interaction design for the app. The prototype was shown to potential users of
the app in the lab after each iteration and feedback was gathered in order to be taken into account
for the next iteration. Two prototype iterations, which were used to research the final app interface,
are discussed in the following sections. At first, the underlying interface concept and the resulting
paper prototype are shown. Then a high fidelity prototype, which was based on the results of user
testing the paper prototype, is explained.
4.2.1 Interface Concept and Paper Prototype
The first step towards the development of the DoGood app was a low fidelity paper prototype of
a possible interface. This prototype was created to get an idea about the visual architecture of
the DoGood app and where the different features would be situated. Eight images were drawn,
each representing a different state of the interface (see figure 4.1). They were sketched into a true
to scale printout of an iPhone 5 to get a general sense of the available space. Nevertheless, one
goal for the interface design was to make it easily adaptable to differently sized smartphones with
the iPhone 5 only serving as a lead device. Therefore, established patterns of interface design
were used as far as possible. In the first prototypes the social features like the newsfeed and
Facebook integration were left out or only hinted at as they were considered as add-ons to the core
experience.
The aforementioned drawings then served as an input for the app Prototyping on Paper (PoP)8.
PoP enables a designer to link the photos of different screens by creating hotspots a user can tap
on. As a result, the sketches were turned into an interactive prototype which can be used on a
smartphone. This prototype was then tested with users and discussed in a group session with three
of the Urban Informatic Research Lab’s PhD students.
Similar to most mobile applications the DoGood app uses a so-called stacked interface [13].
This means that the app has a content area in the middle with a top and a bottom bar for naviga-
tion. Hence, the content in the middle becomes the centre of the user’s attention [78]. The main
navigation element is the tab bar at the bottom. Tab bars are commonly used to switch between
different distinct views. In the first prototype, the tab bar serves to switch between three different
views: available activities, a user’s to-dos and their profile. The background of a tab icon indicates
whether the current view is currently selected. The navigation bar at the top shows the title of the
current view as well as additional interactions with this view. It also displays navigational ele-
ments such as a back button if the user drills down the view hierarchy. The following paragraphs
explain the reasoning behind each of the views.
Activities The most important view is the activities view. Therefore, it is the first one in the tab
bar and the one, which is shown when the app is opened. In this view the user can discover and
access the available activities. By clicking on the plus icon in the top right corner, the user can add
a new activity. In order to accommodate different usage scenarios and preferences, the activities
view itself is divided into two alternative subviews [78]. The user can choose whether to discover
the activities in their surroundings on a map or through a list view. On the map, activities are
represented with a dot at their location and their influence radius as a circle around them.
In the list each activity is represented as a card. Cards are a relatively new trend in interface
design and are often used as self-contained interactive elements [13]. The card pattern gives
enough space to uniquely present each activity. Each card contains the activity’s title, location, a
picture and a shortcut to add it as a to-do. By tapping on the dot of an activity on the map or an
activity card in the list, the user can open up the detailed view of an activity.
8popapp.in
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Figure 4.1: The paper prototype screens. From top right to bottom left: Activities map, activities
list, to-dos, activity details, to-do details, user profile
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To-dos The second view accessible by the tab bar is the to-do list. In the paper prototype the
to-do items are sketched as a list. Lists are one of the most common patterns for organising
content on mobile devices [13]. In this case the list pattern is chosen instead of the card pattern
from the activities view because the user already knows about the activity. Therefore, the main
purpose in this view is to give the user an overview which to-dos are left instead of presenting the
activities. Each to-do item displays its title, the deadline date and the item’s picture. In analogy to
the activities view, a tap onto a to-do item opens up the a detailed view of the item.
Profile With a tap on the third tab, which is titled me in the prototype, the user can access their
own profile. The profile consists of a name, a picture and the statistics on how many activities a
user added or completed. This view serves to display a users achievement in an easily understand-
able way and shows the app is personalized.
Add Activity The add activity screen is very similar to the activity details view with the differ-
ence that all the information has to be filled in by the user. The similarity between the two screens
aims to help the user understand how their activity will be displayed.
Activity Details As mentioned before, the user can access the details of an activity from the
activities or the to-do view. This pattern is called one-window drilldown [78]. In the paper pro-
totype the activity details view consists of four parts. The navigation bar at the top displays the
activity’s title and an arrow to go back to the previous view. Below the top bar the activity’s picture
is presented, followed by the details of the activity.
At the bottom, two buttons are displayed. The buttons are put together to make them easily
discernible as actionable items [78]. The right button’s purpose is to invite friends, while the left
button’s purpose changes with the state of the activity. If the user has already added the activity
as a to-do they can mark the activity as completed with this button. Otherwise the button serves
to add the activity as to-do. As the activity in the prototype, donating blood, does not have a fixed
date associated with itself a pop-up tells the user to choose a deadline if they want to save the
activity.
4.2.2 High Fidelity Prototype
The feedback from trying out the paper prototype with members of the Urban Informatics Re-
search Lab then led into the creation of a high fidelity prototype with Sketch 9. Through the
help of the prototyping platform Invision10 the single screens were transformed into an interactive
prototype. Comparable to the PoP app, Invision allows the designer to define hotspots that link to-
gether different screens. It also allows incorporating animations between the screens which helps
to communicate a screen hierarchy. The interactive prototype was once again tested with different
people from the lab to find out any weaknesses in the design.
Apart from the higher fidelity, the most obvious difference between the paper prototype in
figure 4.1 and the second prototype, which can be seen in figure 4.2, is the addition of color. The
main colour scheme is inspired by the colors of Brisbane, blue and yellow. The less intrusive blue
serves as the main colour and distinguishes the navigational elements on the top and bottom of
the screen from the main content of the app in the middle of the screen. The nodes for activities
on the map are red in order to be easily recognizable on the map. For list or card elements a
gray background for the content area helps to distinguish the items from the background. In the
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Figure 4.2: The high fidelity prototype screens in the same order as the paper prototype screens
before. From top right to bottom left: Activities map, activities list, to-dos, activity details, to-do
details, user profile
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Activities The main feedback to the paper prototype was that the influence radius around activi-
ties needs to be obvious and distinctive in order to be understandable for the user. The high fidelity
prototype introduces the heat metaphor to remedy this issue. Heat circles around an activities node
signify its influence radius. The circles start with the same red colour as the activities node and get
progressively more yellow towards the border of the circle. Transparency is used on the circles to
make the map below the circle still visible. In addition to the size of the circle, the size of the node
is used to communicate the score of an activity.
The list view was also revised to make the activity’s score and its influence on the activity’s
ranking more obvious. A ranking number was added as a prominent part of each activity’s card.
Moreover, the distance to the activity became part of the card. The score is displayed in the same
shade of red as the activity nodes on the map to use the already established connection between
the dark red colour and an activity’s importance.
To-dos As suggested by one of the testers, the high fidelity prototype offers the possibility to
mark an activity as done directly in the list by clicking on the circle on the left of the activity’s list
item. Furthermore, already completed activities are now also displayed to give the user a sense of
their accomplishments and make it easier to add a completed activity for a second time if the user
wants to do it again.
Profile Another feedback comment was that it needs to become more obvious that completing
an activity is an achievement. Hence, instead of only displaying the number of activities a user
has completed it now displays the nodes of the activities. The aim is to make this part of the view
like the trophy case of a sports person. To the right of the profile picture a space for special badges
was added. The idea was to reward users for accomplishments like completing five activities.
Add Activity The main change in the add activity screen is that the user can now choose an
icon for the activity instead of a photo. This change was made to make it easier for users to
add activities, because they probably do not always have a fitting picture at hand. The use of a
preselected set of icons still allows users to customize their activities. It also makes it easier for
others to distinguish different activities and get a first idea about the activity on the map.
Activity Details In the details view the picture of the activity is not replaced by the icon but
rather by a small part of the map around the location of the activity including the activity’s node.
The influence circle is not displayed on the map in this view in order to make it easier to determine
the location of the activity. Instead, the activity’s score is shown below the map. The profile
pictures of the submitter of the activity as well as current volunteers are added to make the activity
more personal. If the activity is already added as a to-do item the detailed view also displays how
long the user has left to complete the activity.
4.3 Final Application
After gathering feedback on the high fidelity prototype, the DoGood smartphone app was devel-
oped over a period of four weeks. The app was developed as to work on iOS as well as Android.
To make sure it was working as intended the app was tested over multiple days by a number of
students and supervisors from the lab. Their final feedback was then integrated before the app
was released to the study participants. The following section describes the changes from the last
prototype to the final interface and the reasoning behind them are explained. Afterwards, the core
features of the app are explained in detail.
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4.3.1 Interface
When the high fidelity prototype was shown to potential users, they liked the colour scheme and
the overall navigation. Minor cosmetic changes, as visible in the activity screen, are mostly caused
by the usage of predefined elements from the interface framework Ionic, which was used to create
the app. Nevertheless, as visible in figure 4.3, there are some elements of the interface that were
changed for the final version of the DoGood app due to user feedback. Moreover, new features
and views were added in the final version such as the news stream or the view for inviting friends.
In the following, changes, which are not only of cosmetic nature, are explained view by view.
To-dos Two changes were made to the To-do overview in the final app. Firstly, the possibility
to mark a to-do as completed in the overview was replaced with the underlying activity’s icon,
because users reported that the to-dos were not distinguishable enough in this screen. Users now
have to go into the detailed view of a to-do in order to mark it as complete. Secondly, another
category of to-dos was introduced. In addition to the upcoming and completed to-dos, users can
now see to-dos that they were invited to by other users of the app.
Add Activity The moment a user wants to add a new activity only this task is important. No
other distractions should be on the screen at this time and it should be clear to the user that they
either have to finish the task or cancel it. Therefore, the add activities screen was transformed into
a so-called modal panel [78] that overlays the main interface when the user presses the add button.
In the view itself the user can vertically scroll to choose the icon of the activity. This change
was made to avoid biasing a user with a pre-selected icon. Through showing multiple possible
icons it also serves to demonstrate the wide variety of categories which could be used for civic
activities. Moreover, the same map view, which is later used in the activity’s details view, was
added. It helps the user to see whether they selected the right location.
Activity Details In order to comply with the standard navigation scheme on smartphones the
bottom tab bar is still visible when the activity details view is selected. Hence, the buttons for
interacting with an activity were moved below the title. A colored outline makes them visible and
also emphasizes the different purposes of the buttons. The title itself was moved out of the top
navigation bar and into the content area of the view, because the top bar does not provide enough
space for longer titles. It would not make sense to force users to use short titles only for interface
reasons.
If a user chooses to add an activity as to-do and the to-do does not have a specific date, they are
shown a small dialog window where they can choose in how many days they want to complete the
activity. Days were deemed the appropriate measure of time as it is not too specific but at the same
time promotes choosing a reasonable timeframe. A deadline in a few days seems accomplishable
and meaningful.
News Stream The news stream was added as an additional main view. In this view users can
get an overview of the actions of other users inside the app. For the display of single actions the
same card metaphor as in the list of activities is used. The focus groups showed that some people
are averse to promoting their own actions and immediately perceive this as bragging. Hence, the
main concept behind this view is to emphasize that the actions are primarily about the affected
civic activity and not about the users themselves.
Each news item has two parts separated through a different background color. The top half
shows the affected activity with its title and icon, its current score, possibly a score change and the
date of the action. The bottom half shows the avatar of the user who performed the action, their
name and which action they performed. If the action is adding a to-do item, the text also includes
until when the user wants to complete the activity.
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Figure 4.3: Screenshots from the final version of the DoGood app. Android as well as iOS. From
top right to bottom left: Activity details, to-dos, achievements, news stream, add activity, invite
friends
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Profile There are two main differences between the high fidelity version and the final version
of the profile view. Firstly, there are no more badges visible in the profile. The aim was to
avoid making the app feel too much about obtaining essentially meaningless badges instead of
participating in meaningful activities. Nevertheless, the name of the view was changed from
Profile to Achievements to make it clearer that this is the place where users can see what they have
accomplished so far. The picture used in the view is a user’s Facebook avatar. If a user has not
connected the app to Facebook, the picture is replaced with a generic avatar.
Login When a user starts the app for the first time, they get presented with a login view. This
view uses the same modal pattern as the view for adding a new activity because it also depends
on a user’s input. In the view the user sees a short welcome message and then has two options to
proceed. They can either choose to press on a button connect the app with their Facebook profile
or enter new username and password to create an account for the app. This screen is only shown
again if the user chooses to uninstall and reinstall the app.
Invite Friends If a user presses the invite friends button in the details view of an activity they
get presented with another modal. As beforehand, the modal panel pattern is used to make it clear
that the user’s input is required to proceed. This view is only available for users who choose to
connect their app to Facebook. The user can either invite Facebook friends who already have the
DoGood app to the specific activity or invite new friends to the app via Facebook. In the case of
the study, new people that are invited with this feature get a notification in Facebook which leads
them to a website with information about the study and the possibility to participate.
4.3.2 Features
Some of the features of the DoGood app warrant a little bit more in depth explanation apart from
the interface and interaction design. The details discussed in the following paragraphs are also
independent of the technical implementation, which is discussed in chapter 5.
Activity score and influence radius The final version of the DoGood app lets every user submit
new activities and see all other activities. Every activity starts with a score of zero. To keep it
simple the score translates into the activity’s influence radius in metres. This means a score of
200 is equivalent to a radius of 200 metres. If a user adds the activity as a to-do, the score is
increased. The author of an activity is not automatically a participant of the activity but rather
has to join it themself. The score is only increased the first time a user participates in an activity.
Participating in an activity multiple times is not counted, because it would create an advantage of
general activities like donating blood over activities with a date like Cleanup Australia Day.
The following scheme is used for scoring: 100 points for each of the first 4 new participants, 50
for each of the next four and 25 for each of new participant afterwards. This scheme is based on the
limited set of participants and the limited timeframe of the user study. Multiple factors influenced
the scoring scheme and the translation into the influence radius. It is important to understand how
the influence radius looks on the map. If the influence radius becomes to big and activities are
close to each other, it could become hard for the user to figure out where one activity’s radius ends
and the other one begins.
Increasing the influence radius of an activity is also the main feedback users get for joining
an activity. As a consequence, there needs to be a distinguishable difference between different
numbers of participants. The radius must not get too big too fast, because then even people that
are farther away would get notifications about the activity. At the same time, the influence radius
also needs to grow quickly initially so that users that are close to the activity get a notification. On
each platform, users get a notification if they are in the influence radius of an activity they have not
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joined yet. This feature is called geo-fencing. The system has to account for the limited accuracy
of the geo-fencing capabilities of smartphones. If a geo-fenced area is only 50 metres for example
it can be a question of luck whether a notification is fired or not.
Notifications There are three different cases that lead to notifications from the DoGood app. On
both platforms, iOS as well as Android, a notification consists of a title and a text. In all cases the
title and text were chosen to inform the user as much as possible but keep the notification short
enough so that it is entirely visible on the lockscreen of the smartphone. As aforementioned, a
user gets a notification if they are in the influence radius of an activity which they have not added
or completed yet. The title of this notification is DoGood activity discovered and the text You are
close to the activity [activity title].
Then, there are the notifications for saved to-dos. These notifications are triggered depending
on the deadline of the to-do. If the activity connected to the to-do has no specific date, a weekly
notification is sent to the user starting one week after they saved the to-do. The title of this no-
tification is just the app title DoGood and the text You haven’t completed [activity title] yet.. If
the activity has a specific date the user is instead reminded on the day before the activity that it is
due tomorrow. Additionally, there is another notification if the user fails to complete an activity in
time. This activity is either triggered when the deadline runs out or when the date of the activity
has come.
Finally, there are notifications if a user is invited to an activity. The title of this notification is
New invitation and the text specifies who invited the user and which activity they are invited to.
All other notifications are automatically suppressed by the operating system if the user is already
in the DoGood app. However, if a user gets an invite while in the app they are shown a small
dialog window with the same information as in the notification. This is needed, because a user
who is in the app can already see which to-dos are upcoming or which activities are near but they
can easily miss an invite to another notification if it is not shown to them.
Icon The icon of the DoGood app was designed to promote the values behind the app while
complementing the overall design aesthetic of the application. Another aim was to find a compro-
mise between the different types of icon design for Android and iOS, so that the icon fits into both
worlds without many changes. The two components of the icon, the heart and the checkmark, are
symbolic of the two words in the app’s title do and good. The heart stands for the good purpose
behind civic activities while the checkmark symbolizes the doing and completing of these activi-
ties. Similar to most application icons on Android or iOS, this icon features only two colors. Blue




After the prototyping phase, the implementation of DoGood was done over a period of four weeks.
The application consists of two parts. On the one hand, a user-facing hybrid mobile app which
was later given to the participants of the user study. On the other hand, a server-side back-end that
was needed to store the applications data and communicate it to the mobile app.
How these different sides were implemented and how they work together is outlined in the
following sections. At first, the software architecture behind the whole system is explained.
Thereafter, the database structure and functionality of the server-side are explained. Lastly, the
implementation of the hybrid mobile app is discussed in detail.
5.1 Software Architecture
DoGood is completely based on Meteor11, an open source platform which enables the developer
to build real-time web and mobile apps in pure JavaScript. Meteor is based on Node.js and uses
a special templating language called Spacebars to output HTML content and standard CSS for
styling. A main advantage of Meteor over other similar platform is the concept of reactivity. In
a Meteor application each client knows immediately if any relevant data changed on the server
side. This means for example, that if one user submits a new activity to DoGood all other clients
can see this activity on their map without having to reload the application. Moreover, Meteor uses
a non-relational database called MongoDB12. It also integrates the Cordova13 project to enable
developers to create hybrid mobile apps.
The software architecture of the DoGood app was influenced by the way the Meteor plat-
form works. As Meteor enables the developer to write nearly the whole application using only
JavaScript, it also allows the reuse of the same code on both the front-end and the back-end. This
way of using JavaScript is called isomorphic JavaScript[7]. The schematics in figure 5.1 gives an
overview over the way the Meteor platform works.
Meteor was primarily created as a platform to create web apps and the capabilities for mobile
development were only added later on. Hence, every Meteor application is still a web application.
Similar to other Meteor apps, all the code of the DoGood app lives in a single folder. In develop-
ment the command “meteor run” starts the whole application. This means that Meteor starts up
a server, a database instance and makes a web version of the client available locally. Although
DoGood is not optimised for desktop use, it could still be accessed from any browser. The hybrid
mobile app uses the same endpoint to retrieve its data.
In general, the platform decides based on the folder name which part of the code is executed
either on the server or on the client or on both. Everything in the folder called client is only
executed on the client while everything in the folder called server is only executed on the server.
Everything else is executed on both sides. Additionally, everything in the folder called public is
available as a static resource on the client. Hence, this is the place where files such as the icons for
activities are stored. The rest of the folder structure of DoGood is oriented towards the structure
provided by the Discover Meteor book [12].
The main data structure used in Meteor apps is called collections. Things like users, activities
or to-dos are all modeled as collections. These collections are saved in the MongoDB database and
can be retrieved by the server. Meteor employs a technique called MiniMongo to simulate parts of
this database on the client. The difference between the real database and the one available on the
client is that only the data relevant for the current user and situation is really present. A client can
subscribe to a data-source such as a collection. Any changes that occur to this data-source are then
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Figure 5.1: A schematic of the way Meteor works [62]
DoGood does not have a separate server interface defined as Meteor handles the synchronization
of data automatically. The protocol behind this functionality is called Distributed Data Protocol
(DDP).
Additionally, DoGood uses so-called Meteor-Methods. These are registered functions that can
modify the database and are executed at the client and the server simultaneously. When a client
invokes a function, such as completing a to-do, the same code is executed on both sides. This
is done for two reasons. On the one hand, a malicious user could modify the client-side code
and therefore the code has to be executed server-side to ensure the changes to the database are
correct. On the other hand, sending data to the server and back takes time. To prevent the app
from having to show a load screen every time it waits for a reply from the server the app assumes
that the server-side method had the same result as the client side and shows the result to the user.
Hence, the app only has to reset the state in the unlikely case that someone really tampered with
the client-side code.
To make the client-side code usable as a hybrid-mobile app the “meteor build” command
packages the code with the help of the Cordova project. The result is an Xcode project for iOS
and a jar file for Android, both of which can then be used like a native application. Cordova
wraps the Javascript, HTML, CSS and renders it in a webview inside a native application. As a
result, Cordova makes native features available to the application. These features can then be used
with standard JavaScript code. Through parameters of the build command the mobile app can be
configured to access a specific server. One advantage hybrid mobile apps like DoGood have over
native apps is that all the JavaScript, HTML and CSS content of the app can be updated on the fly
while the app is running.
Meteor has a system of packages, which can be easily added to an application in order to
extend the functionality of the platform. The authors of Meteor provide some of basic packages
while others are created and maintained by the community. These packages can also be special
versions of previously existing JavaScript libraries which have been modified to be automatically
integrated into the Meteor platform. DoGood uses for example a package to include push notifi-
cation functionality on both server and client.
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5.2 Server
Separately explaining the code between server and client side in Meteor can become difficult as
many parts are used on both sides. Nevertheless, there are some parts of the application that are
traditionally associated more with the server-side than with the client, even if they are relevant for
both sided. In order to make the Meteor implementation of DoGood comparable to traditional ap-
plications these parts are explained in the following. The first section summarises the application’s
database structure while the second section describes a few essential features of the server-side in
more detail.
5.2.1 Implementation
The foremost functionality of the server part in the DoGood application is to serve as a connection
to the database. At the time of this writing, MongoDB is the only database software which is
officially supported by Meteor and is therefore used in most Meteor projects. MongoDB is entirely
non-relational. This means that normally the developer does not have to predefine a structure
for the database. Rather, like Meteor, MongoDB uses collections as primary containers of data.
The data in a collection does not have to follow any rules and two items in a collection could
theoretically have a entirely different structure. As a result, MongoDB is more flexible during
development but can have problems with consistency because of the missing structure. Instead of
defining the structure explicitly through a database schema, an implicit schema is defined through
the code, when specific types of objects are saved and also expected as return from the database.
This can make the code less reliable and harder to understand after time.
In order to remedy this issue DoGood, uses two popular Meteor packages called Sim-
pleSchema14 and Collection215. These packages allow the definition of schemas for collections.
The developer can define which properties an object needs to have and of what type these proper-
ties have to be. When a new object is saved into the database, it is only saved if it fits the schema.
As a result, an object that adheres to the schema can also be expected when it is retrieved from
the database. In addition to enforcing the adherence to the schema, these packages also allow to
easily insert default values when a new object is saved into the database.
In DoGood, Meteor’s allow and deny rules are used to make sure the mobile apps can only
modify and retrieve the data they are supposed to. With the standard configuration a client is
not allowed to modify any collection. Instead explicit allow rules are needed for any actions that
should be possible. However, only in a few situations does the mobile app part of DoGood directly
insert or remove objects in collections. As most of the objects in the database have relationships the
Meteor-Methods mentioned in section 5.1 are used to preserve the consistency in the applications.
For example, if a user changes their mind and removes a to-do from their list, the user also has
to be removed as a participant of this activity and the score of the activity has to be decreased.
Otherwise users could cheat and add/remove an activity as a to-do over and over to inflate the
activity’s score.
5.2.2 Database Schema
DoGood has four important collections that are defined through schemas. A diagram of the
schemas and their relationships can be seen in figure 5.2. The four collections are the user, the
activities, the to-dos and the news. As the current version of the DoGood application was built
for a study with a small set of participants the amount of data retrieved from the database was
not yet a concern. Therefore, related objects, such as a to-do and its owner, are linked by their




5.3 Hybrid Mobile App 5 TECHNICAL IMPLEMENTATION
Figure 5.2: A diagram of DoGood’s collection schemas. Optional values are in brackets.
into the database. If DoGood was released to a larger amount of users some of the data would
have to be denormalized to reduce the amount of database queries.
The schema for the user defines that it can have a username, email adresses and a profile. These
values are optional as a user can either login by creating an account with email and username or
just connect to Facebook. In this case the login information is saved in the user.services object.
The value of user.profile is subject to another schema. The schema defines that a user’s profile can
have a name and has to have an array of completed activities, created activities and invited friends.
The mandatory values are also initialized as empty arrays when a new user is created.
The schema for an activity defines that it has to have a title, an icon, a submitter, an address, a
geographical location and a boolean value which indicates whether the activity has a date. Other
properties that are needed, such as an empty list of participants and when the activity was submit-
ted, are created when the activity is inserted into the database. A specific date is also a mandatory
value if it is indicated that the activity has a date.
To-dos have a simpler schema. Their most important properties are the id of the activity
the to-do is linked to and the id of the user the to-do is associated with. As a user can do an
activity multiple times two to-dos could theoretically have the same values for these properties.
Furthermore, a to-do has an end date if the related activity does not already have a date. The status
of a to-do defines whether the to-do has already been completed or not or if it is an invite to do
an activity. Finally, if the to-do is completed it has a date of completion and if the user has been
invited to do it the userId of the inviter is saved.
The last schema is for the news collection. Each item of this collection has a type, the id of the
activity, the id of the user and when it was submitted. It depends on the type of the news whether
it also contains a change of score or a to-do date. There are three possible types of news items.
Firstly, a news item is created when someone submits a new activity. Secondly, a news item is
generated when a user joins an activity and lastly another news item is produced when someone
completes an activity. All of the schemas described in this section ensure type safety and therefore
also reduce the amount of possible bugs in DoGood.
5.3 Hybrid Mobile App
The big advantage of a hybrid mobile app that in most cases, as in DoGood’s, there are no adjust-
ments necessary to make the app run on both iOS and Android. Cordova, as well as the libraries
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and frameworks included in DoGood abstract away any differences between the platforms. There-
fore, the following sections discuss the hybrid mobile app without separation of the platforms. At
first, the way the interface is implemented is explained. Afterwards, the implementation of other
functionalities of the app is examined.
5.3.1 Interface Structure
Similar to other web platforms, the Meteor platform uses three types of files for implementing
the visual interface. The interface’s visual architecture is described through a templating language
that is essentially an extended version of HTML called Spacebars. This enables the separation of
different views of the app, such as the user’s achievements or an activity’s details into single files.
These single views are called templates. The styling of the templates is determined through CSS
files. Any extended functionality for the templates, such as displaying a date in a specific way is
defined as JavaScript helpers, which can be bound to a template. For DoGood the Spacebars and
JavaScript files regarding the templates are in their own folder and stylesheets in another.
Template files are separated according to the overarching view they belong to and every file
with JavaScript helpers is named the same as the corresponding Spacebars template. Additionally,
there is a file with general helpers. DoGood implements a Meteor package called Meteoric16. This
package integrates many features of the Ionic17 framework and makes them easy to use in Meteor.
Ionic provides many visual components common for mobile apps such as navigation bars, lists or
cards.
The interface of DoGood is divided into a layout template that renders the top and bottom bar,
and the current content template, such as the activities map. An exception are modals such as the
login view. These are overlayed over the standard interface. As the core of a hybrid mobile app is
still a web application, the app uses url addresses, which are called routes internally, to specify the
current state. DoGood uses the Iron Router package of Meteor to specify the routes of the applica-
tion and which data is loaded into these routes. All collections that are used repeatedly are already
loaded when the app is started in order to minimize load times when switching between different
views. In Meteor this is called subscribing. Only the news collection is loaded individually when
the user opens the news view because this collection is not needed anywhere else in the app.
Most of the styling for the visual interface of DoGood is handled by Meteoric, because the app
uses standard Ionic components as far as possible. Ionic uses a CSS preprocessor called Sass18 to
make it easier to reuse styling rules and make the code more readable. Hence, DoGood also uses
Sass to customize the provided components where necessary. For example, the colors used in the
app are determined by simply changing a few variables. All Sass files are automatically imported
and compiled into a single CSS file by Meteor.
5.3.2 Functionalities
As explained in section 4.3.2, the DoGood mobile app is not just an interface to display data but it
has some more advanced functionalities. The display of the maps in the different views is handled
with the Mapbox JavaScript Library19. This library is built on an open source library for Open
Street Map called Leaflet. The Mapbox library enables the easy use of Mapbox’s Open Street Map
instance and also offers some additional functionality such as custom icons. Hence, the icons that
are used to customize activities are part of Mapbox’s Maki20 icon set. The standard Mapbox map
style is used for all maps in the DoGood mobile app because it has good legibility and fits well
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The aforementioned packages for creating a database schema also enable the use of another
Meteor package called Autoform. This package facilitates the creation of input forms, such as the
login form and the submission of a new activity, by automatically creating the needed fields. In the
case of the view for adding an activity Google’s Maps API is used to geocode the entered address.
This api retrieves the correct coordinates for most addresses even if they are not entered completely
correctly. The geocoding process is done immediately after the user entered an address. As a
consequence, the application can show the retrieved location on the map in the view and replace
the entered address with the one returned from Google. This way the user can check if the correct
location was retrieved before submitting the location.
Apart from Meteor specific packages, the Meteor platform also makes it easy to use standard
standard Cordova packages in a Meteor application. These packages can serve as a layer of ab-
straction between native functionality such as geo-fencing and the JavaScript implementation of
the app. DoGood uses such packages to implement native-like location services, geo-fencing and
standard as well as push notifications. The difference between standard and push notifications
is that standard notifications are created from client-side code and saved in advance, such as the
reminder to complete to to-do, while push notifications are triggered by the server. In DoGood
push notifications are only used to inform users about the invitation to an event and they work
cross-platform.
The Facebook login feature of DoGood is implemented with the help of one Meteor and one
Cordova package. The normal behaviour when using Facebook login with hybrid mobile apps
is similar to web applications. They open up a browser window where the user has to login to
Facebook and accept the connection between the app and Facebook. DoGood only behaves this
way if the user does not have the Facebook app installed on their device. If the user has the
Facebook app, they get automatically send to the app when they press the Register with Facebook
button. In the Facebook app they are presented with the permissions DoGood requires and can
then approve the connection. After approving the connection, the users are automatically sent back
to DoGood app where they are now logged in. The Facebook permissions DoGood requires are
only the access to the user’s email address, their public profile and their friends that also use the
app. These are all standard permissions that are automatically approved by Facebook. DoGood
displays a user’s Facebook name inside the app to identify them. If a user has not connected
DoGood to Facebook, the username they chose during registration is used instead. The invitation




After DoGood was developed far enough, a user study was set up in order to answer the research
questions driving this project. This chapter gives an overview over how this study was imple-
mented, conducted and what the results were. It starts with an explanation of the user study’s
concept and design. Thereafter, the design of the two surveys is discussed. Finally, an overview
of the results is presented.
6.1 Study Design
In contrast to the world of business, DoGood was not designed and developed to fulfill a business
objective or satisfy an immediate commercial need. Rather, the application’s purpose is to gener-
ate a research contribution, which was achieved by deploying DoGood to actual users. The next
section describes the the general concept behind the user study. Afterwards, the study’s imple-
mentation in regards to ethical considerations and recruiting is discussed.
6.1.1 Research Contribution
The main aim behind the user study for DoGood was to collect data towards answering the two
research questions behind this project. As mentioned in the introduction these questions are the
following:
1. How can gamification be used in interaction design to motivate engagement around civic
activities?
2. What kinds of activities do citizens perceive as civic and community engagement?
In order to collect data for both questions the study utilises a mixture of qualitative and quanti-
tative research methods. As suggested by Zimmermann [86], DoGood was designed as a research
artifact to inform future designs. The research and design process which led to the development of
DoGood produced assumptions about which gameful design elements could motivate engagement
around civic activities and incorporated these elements into the application. Therefore, the study
serves the first research question by evaluating the effectiveness of DoGood’s gameful elements.
DoGood is contributing to the second research question by collecting the activities submitted
by the users of the application. The design of the app leaves it to the users what kinds of activities
they consider to be civic. As users are confronted with the activities of others their own definition
of civic activities might change. Therefore, the app had to be tested with real users, and these users
had to have enough time to get familiar with the app and start submitting their own activities. Due
to the scope of the project it was chosen to limit the evaluation of DoGood to a period of five
weeks. This timeframe is enough to account for the fact that recruiting participants takes time and
that at the same time every user should have at least two weeks with the app to produce usable
data.
Judging from experience, the researchers expected a user base of 10 to 20 people for the
study. This limited sample size led to the decision to use a mix of qualitative and quantitative
methods to collect further data than just the activity submissions of the participants. In order to
understand the impact of DoGood on a person’s perception of civic activities and the effectiveness
of DoGood’s gameful elements users had to take a survey before they used DoGood and another
one after the study ended. The aim of the first survey was to collect the users’ definition of civic
activities as well as their current behaviour regarding civic activities. After they used DoGood, the
second survey was intended to collect data about the effectiveness of the gameful elements and
DoGood’s impact on user behaviour and definition of civic activities. Furthermore, it was chosen
to collect general interaction data such as which parts of the app are visited most to understand the
participants’ usage of the app.
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6.1.2 Implementation
In Australia ethical clearance is required for any research involving the participation of humans
or animals. The office of research ethics needs to make sure that any research is undertaken in
accordance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research [1]. For the user
study of this project, a Negligible/Low Risk application was submitted for ethical clearance. A
Negligible/Low Risk application states that the only foreseeable risks to participants are inconve-
nience and discomfort. Nevertheless, the application required a detailed description of the project,
its research aims and the involvement of the study participants. Furthermore, exemplary docu-
ments such as sample questions and contents of the recruitment email (see Appendix E) had to be
submitted. The application for DoGood can be found in Appendix C.
Both surveys were implemented as online surveys in order to make it easier for interested peo-
ple to participate, increase the potential user base and to enable the author to finish the study from
Germany. The surveys were created with QUT’s instance of KeySurvey21, an online survey toolkit.
Before launching them, the surveys needed to be approved by QUT’s Key Survey administrators.
An analytics service called Mixpanel was integrated into the DoGood mobile app to collect data
about the users’ interaction with the app. No personal data was sent to Mixpanel. Instead, every
time an interaction, such as opening up the detailed view of an activity, was performed, the Do-
Good mobile app sent the interaction together with a unique identifier for the user to Mixpanel.
This way interaction data could still be collected on a by user basis without sharing any personal
information with a third party provider.
In order to entice people to participate in the study, a 20$ Oxfam Unwrapped Voucher22 was
offered for participants who complete all parts of the study. This means they had to complete the
first survey, use the DoGood app and then, at the end of the study, complete the second survey.
As specified in the ethics application, recruitment for the study was done via email and social
networks. QUT internal mailing lists were used to reach students and other higher degree re-
searchers. Additionally, an effort was made to reach people who are already engaging in activities,
which could be considered civic. Therefore, groups like the Brisbane Greeters23 or the Brisbane
Cleanup Project24 were contacted. Multiple such groups agreed to share the study invitation with
their members.
A website was created and set up for the study to automate the process of participating as far
as possible. The website’s front page, which can be seen in figure 6.1, offered the key information
about the study. The same page was shown inside Facebook if a new user was invited via the
app’s Facebook invite. After a visitor indicated interest in the study by clicking on the page’s only
button, the ethics consent form, which can be found in Appendix D, was shown to the visitor. This
agreement described the study and any ethical implications in detail. An interested visitor had to
provide consent with this agreement by pressing a button on the bottom of the page. The final
page showed a link to the first survey and explained how to download and use the app.
For the study, the server part and the database of the app was hosted with a company called
Modulus25, which provides an easy solution to host Meteor servers. As a consequence of the
time limit of the survey as well as ethical considerations, the DoGood hybrid mobile app was not
offered in the Android or iOS app stores. Rather, Android users were able to download an APK file
of the app which they could directly install on their device after giving permission. Unfortunately,
due to the restrictions of the iOS platform, the process for iPhone users was more complicated.
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Figure 6.1: A screenshot of the front page of the website for the user study
app. HockeyApp enables developers to distribute beta versions of apps outside of the iOS app
store. However, participants need to apply for access to an app on their phone or tablet. As a next
step the developer can add the unique identifier of their iPhone, called UDID, to the provisioning
profile of the app and create a new version of the app with this provisioning profile. Only then can
they install the DoGood app through HockeyApp’s own app.
Two PhD students from the Urban Informatics Research Lab, who were known to participate
in civic activities, were asked to join the study and submit their activities as initial content. This
way, the researchers wanted to give the other study participants some orientation how the app
works and prevent users from encountering an empty app, which could discourage them from
participating. The usefulness of an app like DoGood is partially based on the amount of activity
in the app. Therefore, one of the researchers also used the app during the study for their own
activities to make the app feel alive although the user base was restricted.
6.2 Survey Design
As mentioned in the previous section, the participants of the DoGood study had to fill out two
surveys, one before and one after using the app. Both of these surveys were designed with the
research questions of the project in mind. In the following section the design of the pre-survey and
the reasoning behind its questions are presented. Afterwards, the second survey, which was also
called post-survey, is discussed.
6.2.1 Pre-Survey
In accordance with the ethical clearance the pre-survey did not ask any personal questions. As the
main aim of this survey was to understand the participants’ definition and behaviour concerning
civic activities before using DoGood the survey mostly utilised open-ended questions to produce
qualitative answers as suggested by Merriam [57]. All the questions were mandatory. After a short
introduction text, which clarified the purpose of the survey, the participants were presented with
the questions such as the following:
1. In a couple of sentences, describe what you understand as community engagement and civic
activities.
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2. Please list 5 examples for civic activities.
3. How many civic activities are you currently involved in? Please list them.
4. Which one of your civic activities are you doing weekly?
5. Which ones of your civic activities are you doing monthly?
6. Which one of your civic activities are you doing yearly?
7. Would you like to do more civic activities?
(a) If yes: What keeps you from doing more civic activities (e.g. I want to do something
with friends)?
(b) If no: Why don’t you want do do more civic activities?
Survey guidelines by Sudman and Bradburn [76] as well as Groves et al. [39] were used in the
creation of the questions. All the questions of this survey fit in Sudman and Bradburn’s category
of non-sensitive questions about behaviour. The questions were made as specific as possible and
the term community engagement was used to make the term civic activities more understandable.
The only closed question, number seven, was followed up by another question depending on the
participant’s answer so that they could elaborate on their opinion.
Additionally, participants were asked for their smartphone’s operating system and their email
address. The information about the smartphone operating system was needed because participants
with iPhones might have needed help with the install process of the app. The email address was
used to connect a survey participant with a user of the DoGood app. A list of all questions and the
introductory text of the pre-survey can be found in Appendix A.
6.2.2 Post-Survey
Similar to the first survey, the second survey did not ask any personal questions. Only the email
address was needed again in order to match the survey responder with the correct user of the app.
One purpose of the second survey was to find out whether using DoGood changed a participant’s
definition of civic activities and behaviour concerning civic activities. Considering that most of
the activities which were considered civic by our focus group in section 3.2 are normally not
performed daily, the study’s timeframe was too short to collect significant data about behaviour
change through the app. Therefore, the second survey’s first part was geared towards collecting the
participants’ own opinion on whether their definition and/or behaviour concerning civic activities
changed during the study. Hence, the first questions of the second survey were the following:
1. After using the DoGood app, did your understanding of community engagement or civic
activities change?
(a) If yes, how did your understanding change?
2. In the pre-survey, you were asked to list five activities you considered to be civic engagement
activities. Would you find it easier to create a list of civic engagement activities after using
the app?
3. Do you think that using the app has made you more aware of the range of civic activities
that you could participate in?
4. In the pre-survey, you were asked to report on the civic engagement activities you partic-
ipated in weekly, monthly, and yearly. Do you feel as though your participation in civic
activities has grown while you were using the app (e.g., are you doing a certain activity
more regularly, or are you participating in a wider range of activities)?
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(a) What features of the app do you think encouraged you to participate more often or
more regularly in civic activities (e.g. being able to find activities in my local area,
being able to connect with others who want to take part in similar activities, being able
to log activities)?
(b) Can you think of any other features that could be included in the app that might en-
courage you to participate in civic activities more often or more regularly?
As suggested by Groves et al. [39] closed questions were used for the first four questions to
measure the participant’s attitude. These questions provide quantitative results. After questions
1 and 4, additional non-mandatory questions were utilised to give participants the opportunity to
expand on their opinion if they wanted to. This way the survey stayed short enough so it did not
become too much of a burden to participants but also collects qualitative data as far as possible. In
questions 4) and 4a) memory cues were added to the question to improve recall [76].
Question 4) sets the stage for further questions about the gameful elements of DoGood. The
design of DoGood made assumptions about which gameful elements could be useful in the context
of civic activities. Therefore, in the second part of the survey one question was added for each
gameful element in order to estimate its usefulness. Similar to the first part of the questionnaire,
closed questions were used to collect the participants’ attitude. At the same time participants
were able to elaborate on their opinion if they thought that a gameful element was effective. The
elements that were tested are the notifications, the influence radius, the deadlines and the achieve-
ments. In the case of the achievements another question was asked to understand whether they
were motivating on their own or as a way to compare oneself to other users of the app. Finally,
participants were asked for general feedback about the app in order to give them opportunity to
voice their own concerns or suggestions. A list of all questions and the introductory text of the
post-survey can be found in Appendix B.
6.3 Results Overview
The study officially started on the 22nd of March and ended on the 20th of April 2015. 15 persons
participated in the complete study. During the study the researchers did not influence or motivate
the participants outside of the app. Still, the author was available to the participants should they
encounter any technical difficulties. In the following, a short overview of the results of the data
collection is given. Subsequently, the way the data from the surveys was analyzed is explained.
6.3.1 Surveys
The DoGood study had funds to give out vouchers to up to 20 participants. Therefore, instead of
using every recruiting channel at once, mailing lists and organisations were contacted one by one
to increase the number of participants steadily. The researchers anticipated that not all participants
of the first survey would follow through with the whole study. Therefore, recruiting was continued
until 27 participants finished the first survey. 16 out of the 27 people who submitted the pre-survey
ended up using the app multiple times and were therefore eligible for the second survey. The
author tried to contact the other eleven participants and asked if they needed help with installing
the application. Eight people did not answer, two participants had unsolvable technical issues and
one person promised to use the app but never did. Out of the 16 people that used the app, 15 also
completed the post-survey while one person did not react to multiple efforts of getting in touch.
Five out of the 15 participants of the whole study are students at the Urban Informatics Re-
search Lab and some of them took part in the focus group and/or the brainstorming session that
led to the creation of DoGood. Hence, these meetings might have influenced their views. Two of
them also helped to test the app before it was released to the rest of the participants. The other ten
persons who participated are from outside the lab and were not previously known to the author.
They also had no prior knowledge about the project or the app.
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Although only 15 of the initial 27 participants ended up completing the whole study, the re-
sults of the first survey of all 27 submissions were analyzed. Regardless of their participation in
the rest of the study, a participant’s view on community engagement and civic activities as well as
their own activities are still interesting for finding a broadly accepted definition of civic activities.
The open questions were analyzed and coded by the author. That means that for example occur-
rence of similar themes was extracted from the participants definition of civic activities. Word
frequency analysis with the help of the statistics software R was also used in some cases to extract
commonalities out of open questions.
6.3.2 App Data
Out of the 15 participants who completed the whole study, nine used the app on an iPhone, one
on an iPad and the other 5 on an Android phone. The participant with the iPad was made aware
that DoGood is not optimised for tablets at the current stage but still works on them. Two people
reported technical difficulties with the app in the second survey, but did not contact the author
during the study. Table 6.1 shows statistics about what the participants did in the app.
Study participants
Added To-dos Completed To-dos Joined Act... Created Act... Lab Member
P1 11 11 6 2 no
P2 4 4 4 2 no
P3 19 19 9 1 no
P4 1 0 1 5 yes
P5 6 5 5 5 no
P6 1 0 1 0 no
P7 4 4 4 1 yes
P8 1 1 1 0 yes
P9 1 0 0 0 no
P10 0 0 0 0 no
P11 0 0 0 0 no
P12 0 0 0 0 no
P13 3 2 2 1 yes
P14 2 1 1 1 yes
P15 0 0 0 0 no
∅ 3,5 3,1 2,3 1,2
Table 6.1: Overview of study participants
During the study, 23 activities were submitted to DoGood, five of these were submitted by
members of the research team and two were initial activities submitted by Urban Informatics
Research Lab members. The rest of the activities were submitted by participants of the study.
Overall, 5 out of the 23 activities were never added as a to-do by any user and 47 to-dos were
completed during the study.
The data from Mixpanel gives some more insight into the usage of the DoGood app. The app
was opened up 370 times. When the app was open, the users checked the news 170 times, their
to-dos 253 times and either their own or someone else’s achievements 82 times. They also looked
at the details of an activity for 293 times and switched from the activities map to the list 559 times.
A detailed breakdown of the interactions with the app broken down day by day can be found in
Appendix F.
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7 Discussion of Results
This chapter presents and discusses the results obtained from the DoGood study. It examines
these results especially in regard to the research questions and aims discussed in section 6.1.1. At
first the studies results concerning the definition of civic activities are evaluated. Thereafter, the
effectiveness of DoGood’s gameful elements is examined. The chapter ends with the collected
feedback and some general observations about the study and the usage of the app.
7.1 Civic Activities
The first research question of this project asked which activities citizens consider as civic. The
following sections present the DoGood study’s contribution to answering this question. Firstly, the
activities collected through the study are assessed. Secondly, a new definition for civic activities
derived from the submitted definitions as well as the collected activities is proposed.
7.1.1 Collected Activities
The study collected civic activities through two channels. Participants had to give 5 examples
of civic activities in the pre-survey and further activities were collected through the submissions
in the app. On the one hand, the activities gathered in the pre-survey are not influenced by other
activities present in the app or the restrictions of the app. On the other hand, the activities submitted
in the app are activities that participants actually planned to undertake. In many cases they also
went through with this plan as can be seen from the fact that more than half of the activities were
completed by at least one participant. As mentioned beforehand, all 27 submissions to the first
survey were analyzed for this question.
In the pre-survey, participants submitted a wide range of answers. Some participants submit-
ted less than five activities while others submitted up to seven. The specificity of the activities
described varied. After merging similar activities the author found 40 unique types of activities.
The most popular types were “active participation in community organisations” and “joining lo-
cal volunteer programs” with ten mentions each followed by “helping a neighbor or community
member” with eight mentions. Other popular activities included “donating blood”, “organising
community festivities” and “fundraising for charity”. These suggestions show that people see
civic activities as something that is done for the community and can – but does not have to – be
done with the community.
At the same time, participants named activities with a political connotation less often than
expected. Voting was mentioned only five times and protesting as well as general political advo-
cating were submitted four times each. Political activities in a local context such as supporting a
local council member were also included. Participants who described one political activity often
also mentioned another. Only few participants included both types of activities, political and com-
munity oriented. This suggests that at least two generally different definitions of civic activities
exist: A politically oriented one and a community oriented one. One participant saw civic activi-
ties not as something they do for the community or the city but rather as an offer from the city. In
their view civic activities include such things as group exercise classes.
Examples for many of the types of activities popular in the pre-survey can also be found
in the submissions to the app, which can be seen in table 7.1. Volunteering for organisations
such as Meals on Wheels or the Red Cross are example for joining local volunteer programs.
One participant added “mowing neighbour’s nature strip”, which is a way to help a community
member. Although the app forced participants to choose a location for their activity, less than half
of the submitted activities can be undertaken only at a specific location. Instead, activities such
as “Make a submission to Council” are specific to the city of Brisbane but not to a location inside
that city.
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Submitted Activities
Name of Activity Score Participants Completed
Smile at 3 strangers before 9:00am 200 2 3
mow neighbour’s nature strip 100 1 1
Shared an inspiring video on social media 400 4 4
Encouraged someone 200 2 5
Dispose of litter surrounding the neighbourhood 200 2 4
Donate to Animal Welfare Queensland (new location) 100 1 0
Volunteer for Meals on Wheels 0 0 0
Virtual Volunteering Red Cross Telecross 0 0 0
RSPCA million paws walk 2015 100 1 0
Donate to Animal Welfare Queensland* 0 0 0
Monthly donation 200 2 2
Sign Get Up! Petition 200 2 2
Run a meditation session 100 1 0
Make a submission to Council 100 1 1
Letter 0 0 0
Donate plasma* 0 0 0
Volunteer at Northey St City Farm* 0 0 0
Suspend a coffee* 450 5 6
Shout your mate a cold beverage* 400 4 4
Praise someone* 600 8 10
Donate old clothes to Lifeline* 550 7 5
Attend an ANZAC Day event 100 1 0
kelvin grove markets 100 1 0
∅ 180 2,0 2,0
Table 7.1: Overview of submitted activities. Activities marked with a * were either submitted by
a member of a research team or by a lab member to prepare the study
Similarly to the survey the activities added in the app also are of a wide variety. This breadth of
activities shows the participant’s broad definition of civic activities and doing good. While on the
survey no participant mentioned simple activities with no tangible outcomes, such as smiling, three
similar activities were added to the app by participants (e.g. sharing an inspiring video, encour-
aging someone). However, this could be due to the influence of comparable activities previously
submitted by the researcher who used the app during the study.
7.1.2 Towards a Definition
Before they were asked for examples of civic activities, participants of the survey had to give
their own definition of civic activities and community engagement. As aforementioned, the author
coded these definitions in order to extract commonalities among the submissions. In this case, a
definition consists of multiple defining characteristics. These characteristics were extracted and
similar characteristics were summarised into one attribute.
By far the most agreed upon facet of civic activities, which was mentioned by 21 participants,
was that they are about “improving life in the community”. No other characteristic of civic ac-
tivities reached such a consensus. To be more precise, the next most popular attribute of civic
activities, “taking part in the community”, was only mentioned twelve times. There is a distinct
difference between these two attributes. While the action of “improving life” targets an improved
life as its outcome, taking part in something does not have such a specific purpose. Rather, the
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Figure 7.1: A word cloud for the most common words in the participants definition of civic activ-
ities
partaking becomes the purpose in and itself. Interestingly, only one person included neither of
these two aspects of civic activities.
No other characteristics reached a consensus of more than a quarter of the participants. Five
participants specifically stated that civic activities normally do not include any financial rewards.
Helping others and communal effort also play a role in civic activities for some participants, as
does the fact that the activities are for the benefit of the wider community and not just friends or
family. Again less people than expected connected the concepts with politics. Only three partici-
pants defined community engagement as being politically involved and a further two participants
saw the concept as the way in which policy makers engage with citizens. Consequently, the same
people also mentioned political activities in their examples for civic activities.
Looking at the word frequency of all submissions for the question about the definition of civic
activities leads to more interesting observations. Before the analysis, stop words and the words that
are parts of the defined terms (e.g., civic, activities, community and engagement) were removed.
The tag-cloud generated from the resulting analysis (see figure 7.1) shows that involved is the most
frequent word. Other popular words included are people, local and benefit.
Combining the folksonomy of civic activities created from the activities submitted by the par-
ticipants with their definition of civic activities can lead to a clearer understanding of the citizens’
perception of civic activities and community engagement. When comparing the results of the study
to the definitions of civic activities and engagement in section 2.1.1 the definition from Adler as
the way “an active citizen participates in the life of a community in order to improve conditions
for others or to help shape the community’s future” [3, p. 239] seems the most fitting. Based on
this study civic activities could be defined as activities that give citizens the opportunity to become
involved and improve life in their local community.
7.2 Motivating Civic Activities
Besides collecting and analyzing the kinds of activities citizens consider to be civic and community
engagement, the DoGood study also aimed at finding out whether people can be motivated to do
these activities through an app. More specifically, DoGood tested out gameful elements to spark
such motivation.
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This section explains the influence the DoGood study had on the behaviour of the participants
concerning civic activities. Therefore, the following section evaluates the general impact of the
app on the study participants. Subsequently, the effect of single gameful elements on the users of
the app is examined in detail.
7.2.1 Impact of DoGood
When coming up with the idea for DoGood, the researchers established that the app’s ambition
was not to convince people who do not want to do civic activities about the value of such activities.
Rather, the ambition was to create an app that encourages people who want to do civic activities
but lack either motivation or knowledge. In order to estimate whether there is a need for an app
like DoGood the pre-survey asked if the participants want to do more civic activities. Only four
out of the 27 participants reported that they are currently not doing any civic activities at all. At
the same time, 21 participants want to do more civic activities including those who are not doing
any such activities yet. Two out of the 15 individuals who completed the whole study answered
that they currently do not want to do more. The activities participants are already doing are spread
roughly equally among weekly, monthly and yearly activities.
Those participants who do not want to do more mostly believe that they are already doing a lot
or that civic activities take too much time. Having not enough time is also the major problem for
those who want to do more. However, they also mentioned a lack of knowledge about activities
they could do, a general lack of possible activities or the lack of community in a big city such as
Brisbane as reasons why they are currently not doing more civic activities although they want to.
The first two of these reasons fit exactly with one of the purposes the design of DoGood tried to
address: Improve the awareness about the range of civic activities out there.
Two thirds of participants reported that their understanding of civic activities changed through-
out the study. Although the design of the app formalizes civic activities through the attributes an
activity can and must possess, only one person mentioned that the app restricted their definition
of civic activities. Other participants who explained how their definition changed mostly pointed
out that there seems to be a bigger range of activities than they thought and that doing civic ac-
tivities can be simpler than expected. Two thirds of the participants indicated specifically that the
app made them more aware of the range of civic activities, while 60 percent also agreed that they
would have an easier time finding examples of civic activities after using the app. This data sug-
gests that DoGood fulfilled the aforementioned purpose to improve awareness about the available
activities in the case of the study.
Hence, it becomes all the more interesting whether DoGood also succeeded in fulfilling its
second purpose during the study. DoGood’s second purpose was to motivate people to actually
follow through with their intention to do more civic activities. Most participants reported that
they do less than one civic activity per week in the pre-survey. 47 activities were completed
during the study while most participants used the app for around two weeks. More than half
of the participants of the study answered that they did more civic activities during the study than
beforehand. For these participants it seems that DoGood fulfilled its second purpose and increased
the amount of people participating in civic activities.
7.2.2 Gameful Elements
The results of the second survey suggest that DoGood has been successful at motivating at least
some of its users during the time they spent with the prototype. As a consequence, the next
question is whether the gameful elements of DoGood played any part in this and if so which of
these elements where the most effective. The performance of the gameful elements is hard to
judge only by the interaction data collected through Mixpanel, because collecting whether a user
pressed a certain button does not automatically reveal the intention behind clicking this button.
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Additionally, some features of DoGood could theoretically also motivate users to do more civic
activities without keeping track of it via the app. Therefore, most of the data presented in this
section was self reported by the users in the post-survey of the study.
Those participants who indicated that DoGood motivated them to do more civic activities
were asked what feature of the app encouraged them the most. Although the question asked for
one feature, some of the submissions contained multiple features. One third of the users mentioned
features connected to gameful elements of the app as a main reason for their increased motivation.
The features mentioned were the following: being reminded about the commitment to an activity
and seeing the contributions of others. Four users of the app explained that they were encouraged
seeing the range of activities available, which is not a gameful element of the app.
Users of the app were asked about the geo-fenced notifications, increasing the influence radius,
the due dates associated with to-dos, the logging of achievements and seeing the achievements of
other participants. Surprisingly, three users who previously said that they did not do more civic
activities reported that they were affected by at least one of the app’s gameful elements. Even if
in those cases the gameful elements did not lead to a direct outcome during the study, they were
still successful in bringing the participants closer to joining civic activities. Overall, only three
participants claimed that none of the gameful elements had any influence on them. While some of
the users suggested fine-tuning of the elements especially when it comes to notifications none of
them had any problems with these features. This outcome demonstrates that, at least in the context
of the study, DoGood’s gameful elements did not distract its users from the purpose of the app or
undermine their intrinsic motivations to do good. Rather, it seems that these elements tapped into
the intrinsic motivations of some users.
The most popular gameful feature was the logging of achievements which influenced eight
participants. Users argued that it reminded them about what they had accomplished so far and
therefore reinforced their motivation. A third of the users of the app also compared their own
achievements to other users in the app. However, none of them mentioned that this behaviour
came out of a competitive mindset. Judging from their answers seeing the achievements of others
rather inspired them to follow these role models. At the same time, the news section of DoGood
was opened twice as much as a singular profile (see section 6.3.2), which also suggests that users
want to orient themselves in relation to what others are doing. These outcomes support the idea
that people do not want to directly compete in the context of doing good. Nevertheless, this also
shows that features which enable users to compare themselves with others can still be used to
generate normative behaviour.
Five people answered that the due dates of activities helped them to actually go through with
completing an activity. These answers go together with the fact that being reminded about activ-
ities is what some participants mentioned as the feature that motivated them the most. Although
this feature allowed a user to choose a timeframe that suits themself, the presence of a deadline en-
couraged them. One could argue that choosing their own deadline kept users autonomous and the
chosen timespan realistic. However, participants were not only reminded of activities they saved
as a to-do but also notified when they entered the influence radius of an activity. Five participants
said that these notifications motivated them in different ways. For one user it showed them new
activities they previously were not aware of, for another it did not engage them to do this particular
activity but rather shifted their attention towards thinking about such activities in general. It seems
that the serendipitous nature of discovering activities throughout the city engaged with those users.
The small scale of the study also influenced this feature as such notifications would be a lot more
common if more activities had been submitted to DoGood. Some participants did not encounter
any notifications, because they did not live or work close enough to submitted activities.
Interestingly, although these notifications were linked to the influence radius of an activity,
only three users of the app were motivated to join an activity by the possibility to increase the
influence radius. Those people motivated by this feature argued that being part of a group that
supports an activity encouraged them. The fact that the influence radius of activities and the
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competition between activities was one of the less effective gameful elements of DoGood suggests
that this feature needs some additional work. At the same time none of the participants disliked this
functionality. Therefore, it could and should be made more prominent inside the app. In this case,
a lot can be done by providing effective instructions and prompts. Adding dialogs that congratulate
users for supporting an activity and making the competition more obvious in the news feed are two
ways of making this aspect of the app more visible. Currently successful activities could also be
highlighted in the app regardless of the location of the user. Additionally, the influence radius is
one of the more complicated aspects of the app. Hence, a short explanation of this functionality
could be added after the user logs in for the first time.
7.3 General Observations and Feedback
Besides creating contributions towards answering the research questions of this project, the user
study for DoGood also created some additional useful data and information which is presented
in the following. Concerning the study itself, the high amount of people that completed the pre-
survey but did not move on to install or use the app reveals the drawbacks of an impersonal online
study. Most participants did not have any personal connection to the author and as the study did
not include any personal meetings could not build one. On the one hand, this explains the lack of
motivation to go through with the whole study. On the other hand, this could also be seen as a
benefit for the validity of the study. It also seems that some participants had trouble to understand
the stage the app was in compared to the professional products delivered from the app stores.
In the second survey, participants had two possibilities to leave feedback for the app. Firstly,
if a user answered that they did not complete more civic activities during the study they were
asked if they could imagine any other features that would have increased the likelihood of the app
motivating them. Secondly, the second to last question asked the participants which parts of the
app they particularly liked or disliked as well as whether they have any other general feedback
concerning DoGood. None of the external participants contacted the researchers outside of the
study with feedback and the ethics application for DoGood did not allow any further follow-ups
with the participants.
On the one hand, some participants used this opportunity to say how much they liked the Do-
Good in general or particular aspects of it, such as the map of civic activities or the notifications.
On the other hand, one third of the participants used this opportunity to voice complaints about
different aspects of the study/app. Two people reported technical difficulties with the app, espe-
cially with entering new activities. The participant who used an iPad complained that the app felt
clunky, which is unsurprising considering the fact that the app was neither optimised for tablets
nor tested on such devices before the study. Another two participants complained that some of the
activities submitted inside the app were not what they would consider civic activities.
Nine participants mentioned at least one possibility to improve the app in their feedback. Al-
though two people did not like some of the smaller activities, another two participants actually
proposed to have more small activities in the app that could be done on a daily basis. Another two
users suggested to connect DoGood to use the city council’s or another organisation’s list of events
to pre-fill the application. In their opinion it is easier to join an existing activity than to submit your
own. Multiple participants proposed to improve the display of activities. They would like to see
options to filter or hide activities and get personalized recommendations about activities based on
their interests. Concerning the notifications, participants wanted to deactivate notifications from
activities they were already notified about.
Two participants recommended integrating DoGood more tightly with existing social net-
works, be it Twitter or Facebook. Interestingly, most of the users of the app already have used
the Facebook login feature of the app but none invited any friends into the study. Finally, two
people advocated for opening up DoGood to more citizens as it is an inherently social app which




The DoGood project concluded with the user study. The start of the user study also marked the
preliminary end of development of the application. As the final part of the thesis, this chapter looks
back at the project and evaluates the final outcomes. Hence, this chapter begins with a summary
of the project followed by the limitations of the user study. Finally, this thesis concludes with a
look at possible future work based on the DoGood project.
8.1 Summary
The terms smart city and gamification have risen to popularity inside and outside the research
community in recent years. Despite their popularity and rise to prominence, both terms have
been criticized for promoting harmful ideas and have been subject to heavy debate regarding their
correct definition and interpretation. Nevertheless, this thesis takes the position that these concepts
can form the basis to create something that has a positive impact on society. Giving citizens the
tools to organise themselves can create the smart city from the bottom up and gamification can be
aligned with the intrinsic motivation of people to increase their motivation without stifling their
intrinsic interests.
Based on this idea, this thesis presented DoGood, a mobile app aimed at motivating citizens
to take part in civic activities. DoGood also represents an attempt to develop a tool for the bottom
up creation of the smart city. It is based on the idea that many citizens want to do good in their
community but either lack knowledge about opportunities or motivation. The app allows users
to submit their own activities and join the activities of others. DoGood uses gameful elements
based on the user’s intrinsic motivations, such as challenges, in order to motivate its users. At the
same time, the project acknowledges that what constitutes a civic activity is not precisely defined.
Therefore, rather than imposing a definition of civic activities onto its users, the app gives users a
framework for activities but lets them define civic activities as they see fit.
The first step in the design of DoGood was a literature review into the topics of civic activities
and gamification. After gaining an understanding of these concepts, a user experience design
process was used to come up with a concept. This process started with expert interviews and a
focus group to find out what people consider to be civic activities. These led to the understanding
that an app for civic activities should mainly try to increase the number of participants in such
activities as well as increase awareness about the range of activities available. Based on a basic
concept for such an app, a brainstorming session as well as scenario sketching and prototyping
was used to come up with gameful elements. Consequently, the resulting app concept encouraged
competition between activities and enabled users to challenge themselves to complete activities
until a self-imposed deadline. The final concept for DoGood was implemented using the Meteor
Framework. It consists of a hybrid mobile app and a server component.
DoGood was deployed in a five-weeks-long user study to residents of Brisbane in order to find
out which activities real users would submit and which gameful elements could actually increase
motivation. The study consisted of three parts. Participants had to complete a preliminary survey
about civic activities and use the app for at least two weeks. Afterwards, they had to complete
a second survey asking about DoGood’s influence on their understanding of civic activities and
behaviour. Of the 27 participants who completed the preliminary survey, 15 completed the whole
study. Those 15 participants submitted 16 new civic activities.
The study showed that citizens have an interest in doing civic activities but that missing knowl-
edge about civic activities can keep them from acting on this interest. A new definition for civic
activities was developed based on the activities submitted by the study participants. It became
apparent that citizens understand civic activities not as a communication tool between city and
citizens but rather as a way to help their community. Therefore, this thesis suggests to define civic
activities as activities that give citizens the opportunity to become involved and improve life in
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their local community.
More than half of the study’s participants felt that DoGood inspired them to do more civic
activities than they had done before. Furthermore, most of the users of the app perceived its game-
ful elements as motivating. When asked about the effectiveness of specific gameful elements, the
logging of achievements, the possibility to challenge themselves and social inspirations were re-
ported as most effective. As expected, users did not try to compete against others in doing good
but rather tried to emulate others when being confronted with their achievements. Overall it can
be concluded that different participants preferred different gameful elements. All of the gameful
elements included in DoGood motivated at least a fifth of the participants and no participant ques-
tioned or critiqued the effectiveness of any element. Nevertheless, this thesis does not dispute the
fact that there could also be other gameful elements that motivate people to participate in civic
activities.
8.2 Study Limitations
The user study of DoGood was a crucial element in answering the research questions of the project.
The scope of this project and its limited time frame played an important role in the concept and
implementation of the user study. If one takes a critical look at the study’s concept and implemen-
tation, its limitations become apparent. The study collected surveys from 27 participants and had
15 people participate in the complete study. The resulting amount of data is already large for a first
study. However, considering the aim of the project the scope of the study was still rather small.
Additionally, DoGood is based on the interaction between users and, similar to social networks,
the app’s utility depends on the number and activity of its users.
DoGood was deployed to real users in order to ensure ecological validity for the study. How-
ever, the small size of the user-base limits ecological validity as well as the fact that users helped
Oxfam via the voucher reward whereas the benefits of the app would have to be enough to make
them use the app outside of a study. In contrast to a lab study, the deployment into the real world
can also compromise internal validity as external influences can not be controlled. However, a
deployment in the real world can lead to many critical insights that are missed when only testing
in the lab [74, 49]. Additionally, small scale studies with mainly qualitative outcomes are more
useful for exploratory research such as this project [50].
As the app uses geo-location features, how many notifications a user on average gets is highly
dependent on their location in relation to the activities. The study tried to minimize this influence
by only including Brisbane residents but Brisbane is still a large city. At the same time, the
decision to restrict the study to a single city limits external validity, as the nature of civic activities
could be dependent on the size and social structure of a place.
Moreover, DoGood does not include any mechanisms to verify the completion of activities and
the data from the surveys was self-reported by the participants. Therefore, there is the possibility
that participants could have cheated and reported wrong data or marked activities as completed
although they did not really do them. However, participants had no real incentive to do so as their
reward for participating in the study was not linked to their performance and the DoGood study
and its reward explicitly targeted people who are interested in civic activities.
There are already websites which aim to connect citizens with opportunities to do something
for the greater good such as Do Something Near You27 or StartSomeGood28. However, none of the
participants in this study indicated that they were aware of any existing online civic engagement
platforms. Additionally, DoGood’s gameful elements and the implementation as a mobile app
are unique as far as the researchers know. Hence, any success the DoGood had in motivating the
study’s participants could in part be due to the novelty of the app. Nevertheless, new applications
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value of the study. However, the data from this user study, be it quantitative or qualitative, cannot
reveal longterm effects.
8.3 Future Work
This thesis delivers two main outputs: first, the research contribution created through the design of
DoGood and the user study and second the app itself. At the same time, this thesis presents only
the start into investigating these questions. Therefore, this section describes avenues for future
work building on either output. Firstly, design recommendations for the app based on the study
are given. Secondly, possible directions for future research are presented.
8.3.1 Design Recommendations
In addition to the data for answering the research questions, the user study also collected feedback
from DoGood’s users. Combined with the fact that the current version of DoGood was created in
a short timeframe this leads to recommendations for the design of the next version of DoGood.
The algorithm calculating the influence radii needs to be reconfigured for any further uses of
the app. It was created with the scope of the study in mind and should be reevaluated with a larger
set of users and activities. Additionally, it currently does not differentiate between one-off events
such as Clean Up Australia Day and repeatable activities such as donating blood. The algorithm
needs to make sure that the competition between activities stays motivating but users should not
be flooded with notifications. In the current version of DoGood users are notified every time they
enter an activity’s influence radius as long as they have not joined that activity yet. This needs to
be changed so that users can disable notifications about activities they are not interested in or only
get a second notification about the same activity after a longer time.
The display of activities could also be improved. Filtering activities was a feature requested
from participants. However, this would also need the introduction of categories or other filter
criteria and therefore possibly reduce the amount of supported activities. Suggesting activities
based on other joined activities is a complicated but possible enhancement that could increase the
likelihood of users joining an activity. One of the most performed actions in the app was switching
to the list view of activities. Therefore, making the list view the primary view for activities could
be considered.
As mentioned in section 3.4, in its current state DoGood does not include any features to
prevent users from cheating. If gameful elements of DoGood are effective, some users could be
compelled to cheat as they want to improve their status in the app. Additionally, people or organi-
sations that have a stake in a particular activity could try to cheat in order to increase the activity’s
influence radius. There are different possible features which could be included in DoGood in an
effort to prevent such behaviour. Users could be obliged to post a photo of an activity in order to
complete it. Alternatively, a peer review system could be included in DoGood so that users have
to corroborate that someone actually took part in an activity.
Finally, many users already used DoGood’s Facebook login functionality and some partici-
pants suggested a tighter integration between DoGood and existing social networks. One conse-
quence of such integration could be the ability to promote civic activities via Facebook or Twitter.
Additionally, it should be made more obvious that users can be invited to the app via Facebook.
This process would also become easier if DoGood were available in the app stores.
8.3.2 Future Research
As mentioned before, the concept behind DoGood is similar to social networks in that it becomes
more useful the more people participate. At the same time, many of the limitations on the validity
of the study’s results (see section 8.2) stem from the small scope of the study. Therefore, the
logical next step for the project would be to work in some of the design recommendations from
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the previous section and then test the application with a larger audience. Nevertheless, due to the
design of the app future studies should also be contained to one city as the app’s users mainly
profit from their local peers in the app. However, in an interest to find out whether the definition
of civic activities differs among different communities, deploying DoGood in a second city other
than Brisbane or even another country could provide valuable results.
Moreover, the design of a desktop equivalent to the mobile prototype is another possibility
for future research. A desktop version of DoGood would make it easier for users to enter an
activity and especially its details. Therefore, it could increase the amount of activities available
in the app. Based on the feedback from the second survey, the activities themselves provide two
main directions for further development. Firstly, the design of DoGood could be changed to
encourage more small-scale activities which promote everyday pro-social behaviour. Secondly,
future research could cooperate with existing organisations such as the local government or the
Red Cross to pre-fill the app with activities. This way the emphasis would move from submitting
civic activities to joining and completing them. Additionally, a version of DoGood that does not
require activities to be based on a single location or any location at all could be developed.
Regardless of any changes concerning the activities, further research into the usage of gameful
elements of DoGood could become useful for other projects which want to use gamification in
similar settings. Especially the long-term influence of such elements on the behaviour of an app’s
users is interesting and not yet adequately researched. Additionally, the current elements could be
improved and tested with a larger audience and the range of gameful elements could be expanded.
Despite its necessarily limited scope, the user study documented in this thesis demonstrates
the strong potential for using gamification to promote civic engagement. The case study and rec-
ommendations for future work outlined in this thesis will certainly benefit future iterations of the
DoGood app, but may also benefit broader practical and theoretical work examining the relation-
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Introductory Text DoGood is an app that aims to help you participate in and promote activities
for good near you. We call these activities civic activities. Engaged citizens who contribute and
participate in civic activities are understood to bring a multitude of benefits to a city. However,
community engagement is a broad concept and what makes an activity a civic activity is not
always clear.The aim of this survey is to gauge what you consider community engagement to be,
what kinds of activities you consder to be civic activities, and which of these activities you do on
a regular basis.
Questions
1. In a couple of sentences, describe what you understand as community engagement and civic
activities.
2. Please list 5 examples for civic activities.
3. How many civic activities are you currently involved in? Please list them.
4. Which one of your civic activities are you doing weekly?
5. Which ones of your civic activities are you doing monthly?
6. Which one of your civic activities are you doing yearly?
7. Would you like to do more civic activities? (Yes/No)
(a) If yes: What keeps you from doing more civic activities (e.g. I want to do something
with friends)?
(b) If no: Why don’t you want do do more civic activities?
8. Which kind of smartphone are you using? (iPhone/Android)
9. What is your email address?
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B Post-Survey
Introductory Text You already completed the DoGood pre-survey and used the DoGood app.
We will send you a 20$ Oxfam voucher after you complete this post-survey.
Questions
1. After using the DoGood app, did your understanding of community engagement or civic
activities change?
(a) If yes, how did your understanding change?
2. In the pre-survey, you were asked to list five activities you considered to be civic engagement
activities. Would you find it easier to create a list of civic engagement activities after using
the app? (Yes/No)
3. Do you think that using the app has made you more aware of the range of civic activities
that you could participate in? (Yes/No)
4. In the pre-survey, you were asked to report on the civic engagement activities you partic-
ipated in weekly, monthly, and yearly. Do you feel as though your participation in civic
activities has grown while you were using the app (e.g., are you doing a certain activity
more regularly, or are you participating in a wider range of activities)? (Yes/No)
(a) What features of the app do you think encouraged you to participate more often or
more regularly in civic activities (e.g. being able to find activities in my local area,
being able to connect with others who want to take part in similar activities, being able
to log activities)?
(b) Can you think of any other features that could be included in the app that might en-
courage you to participate in civic activities more often or more regularly?
5. Did you get any notifications about activities near you? (Yes/No)
(a) If yes, how did they influence your behaviour?
6. Did the possibility of increasing the influence radius of an activity influence your decision
to join an activity? (Yes/No)
(a) If yes, how did it influence you?
7. Did the possibility of increasing the influence radius of an activity motivate you to invite
friends to an activity? (Yes/No)
8. Did the challenge of having a due date associated with an activity influence your behaviour?
(Yes/No)
(a) If yes, how did it influence your behaviour?
9. Did the fact that the app keeps track of your achievements influence your behaviour?
(Yes/No)
(a) If yes, how did it influence your behaviour?
10. Did you compare your achievements in the app to the achievements of other study partici-
pants? (Yes/No)
(a) If yes, how did it influence your behaviour?
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11. Do you have any further feedback on the DoGood app? What did you particularly like or
dislike about the app?
12. What is your email address?
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C Ethical Clearance Application
Page 1 of 7 
University	  Human	  Research	  Ethics	  Committee	  (UHREC)	  
APPLICATION	  FOR	  REVIEW	  OF	  NEGLIGIBLE	  /	  LOW	  RISK	  RESEARCH	  
INVOLVING	  HUMAN	  PARTICIPANTS	  
	  
July	  2014	  
NOTE	   • All	  answers	  should	  be	  written	  in	  simple	  and	  non-­‐technical	  language	  that	  can	  be	  easily	  understood	  by	  the	  lay	  reader.	  
• You	  must	  provide	  an	  answer	  to	  each	  questions	  –	  N/A	  is	  not	  acceptable.	  
SECTION	  A:	  	  	  	  RESEARCH	  PROPOSAL	  OVERVIEW	  
A1	  	  	  Summary	  Information	  
A1.1	   Project	  title	  (200	  character	  limit	  including	  spaces)	  
	   How	  can	  gamification	  lead	  people	  to	  commit	  to	  more	  civic	  activities	  and	  community	  engagement	  in	  the	  city?	  
A1.2	   Brief	  project	  summary	  in	  LAY	  LANGUAGE	  (i.e.	  plain	  English)	  	  
	   This	  project	  investigates	  which	  activities	  the	  citizens	  consider	  as	  civic	  and	  how	  we	  could	  use	  a	  socio-­‐technical	  system	  
such	  as	  a	  smart	  phone	  app	  to	  motivate	  citizens	  to	  participate	  in	  these	  activities.	  An	  important	  aspect	  of	  the	  system	  will	  
be	  to	  identify	  the	  right	  kind	  of	  design	  to	  motivate	  citizens	  to	  commit	  to	  civic	  behaviours	  and	  share	  their	  data.	  As	  evident	  
by	  their	  success,	  video	  games	  are	  engaging	  people	  in	  ways	  that	  seem	  to	  trump	  reality.	  In	  recent	  years	  the	  term	  
gamification	  has	  risen	  to	  popularity.	  The	  concept	  is	  most	  commonly	  defined	  as	  the	  use	  of	  game	  design	  elements	  in	  non-­‐
game	  contexts.	  Common	  examples	  of	  such	  game	  design	  elements	  are	  virtual	  points	  or	  badges,	  which	  are	  used	  to	  reward	  
users	  for	  their	  engagement.	  Gamification	  has	  been	  applied	  in	  a	  wide	  variety	  of	  contexts	  from	  task	  management	  to	  
healthy	  living	  to	  personal	  finance.	  This	  study	  will	  use	  the	  motivational	  power	  of	  game	  design	  in	  order	  to	  better	  
understand	  how	  to	  create	  new	  habits	  or	  make	  boring	  processes	  more	  compelling.	  	  	  
We	  will	  create	  a	  smart	  phone	  application	  in	  which	  users	  can	  submit	  their	  civic	  activities.	  The	  app	  will	  be	  prepopulated	  
with	  a	  small	  number	  of	  civic	  activities	  by	  the	  research	  team.	  Inside	  the	  app	  users	  will	  be	  able	  to	  indicate	  their	  
participation	  in	  the	  civic	  activities	  submitted	  by	  other	  participants	  or	  the	  research	  teams.	  The	  activities	  will	  be	  promoted	  
to	  the	  users	  inside	  the	  app.	  The	  application	  will	  be	  able	  to	  connect	  to	  Facebook	  to	  make	  it	  possible	  for	  participants	  to	  
invite	  contacts	  from	  their	  existing	  social	  network	  to	  participate	  in	  an	  activity.	  Gamification	  elements	  like	  the	  
aforementioned	  badges	  will	  be	  embedded	  into	  the	  app	  to	  motivate	  users	  to	  engage	  with	  the	  app	  and	  the	  activities.	  We	  
are	  interested	  in	  what	  kinds	  of	  activities	  the	  participants	  perceive	  as	  civic	  activities	  as	  well	  as	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  the	  
gamification	  elements	  in	  promoting	  civic	  activities.	   
A1.3	   Provide	  an	  overview	  of	  your	  research	  participants	  and	  their	  involvement	  (max	  250	  words)	  	  
The	  purpose	  of	  this	  question	  is	  to	  gain	  a	  sense	  of	  who	  the	  participants	  will	  be,	  and	  what	  you	  expect	  them	  to	  do	  within	  the	  research	  
	   All	  study	  participants	  will	  be	  at	  least	  18	  years	  old	  and	  in	  possession	  of	  an	  Android	  smart	  phone	  or	  iPhone.	  There	  are	  no	  
other	  demographic	  recruitment	  criteria.	  
After	  giving	  consent	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  study,	  the	  participants	  will	  be	  asked	  to	  complete	  an	  online	  pre-­‐survey	  created	  
with	  Key	  Survey.	  This	  survey	  will	  be	  used	  to	  understand	  the	  participants’	  preexisting	  understanding	  of	  civic	  activities.	  
Participants	  will	  be	  able	  to	  use	  the	  application	  with	  their	  Facebook	  account	  or	  create	  a	  new	  account	  using	  their	  email	  
address.	  The	  application	  will	  not	  be	  able	  to	  post	  anything	  to	  Facebook	  for	  the	  user.	  Usage	  is	  voluntary	  and	  in	  both	  cases	  
the	  authentication	  information	  will	  only	  be	  sent	  to	  the	  app’s	  server.	  If	  they	  choose	  to	  connect	  the	  app	  to	  their	  Facebook	  
account	  the	  app	  will	  only	  ask	  for	  permission	  to	  get	  access	  to	  their	  email	  address,	  their	  public	  profile	  and	  their	  contacts.	  
The	  contacts	  will	  not	  be	  saved	  on	  the	  app’s	  server	  but	  only	  used	  to	  invite	  people	  through	  the	  app.	  
When	  the	  user	  is	  logged	  into	  the	  application,	  the	  application	  will	  record	  data	  about	  how	  often	  the	  app	  is	  used	  and	  which	  
distinct	  interactions,	  like	  clicks	  on	  a	  button,	  a	  user	  performs.	  The	  application	  also	  collects	  the	  civic	  activities	  participants	  
submit	  in	  the	  app	  and	  which	  activities	  they	  indicate	  their	  participation	  in.	  	  
Study	  participants	  will	  be	  asked	  to	  complete	  an	  online	  post-­‐survey,	  which	  will	  also	  be	  administered	  via	  Key	  Survey.	  This	  
survey	  will	  be	  used	  to	  evaluate	  their	  usage	  experience	  at	  the	  end.	  Participation	  is	  voluntary.	  	  
A1.4	   Provide	  a	   summary	  of	   the	  merits	  of	   this	  proposed	   research	   (in	   LAY	   LANGUAGE)	   including	   the	  aims	   /	  hypotheses	   /	  
research	  questions	  (refer	  to	  Section	  1	  of	  the	  National	  Statement,	  NS1.1,	  when	  preparing	  your	  response).	  
• Include	  potential	  contributions	  to	  the	  body	  of	  knowledge	  and	  methodological	   rigor	   (max	  250	  words).Briefly	  provide	  evidence	  
that	  the	  proposed	  research	  is	  based	  on	  knowledge	  of	  the	  relevant	  literature,	  and	  provide	  a	  list	  of	  key	  references.You	  may	  also	  
attach	  a	  research	  plan	  /	  methodology	  which	  does	  not	  substitute	  for	  the	  summary	  above	  –	  this	  attachment	  should	  be	  no	  longer	  
than	  6	  pages.NOTE:	  Unless	  proposed	  research	  has	  merit	  (and	  the	  researchers	  who	  are	  to	  carry	  out	  the	  research	  have	  integrity)	  
the	  involvement	  of	  human	  participants	  in	  the	  research	  cannot	  be	  ethically	  justified.	  	  
	   With	  the	  growth	  of	  cities	  and	  the	  increasing	  generation	  of	  data	  over	  the	  past	  years	  causing	  cities	  to	  become	  “smarter”,	  
it	  has	  become	  easier	  to	  compare	  cities	  by	  certain	  KPIs,	  such	  as	  data	  on	  CO2	  levels,	  water,	  energy	  consumption,	  and	  
transport.	  In	  reaction	  to	  this	  trend,	  many	  local	  public	  authorities	  have	  started	  to	  employ	  e-­‐government	  solutions	  in	  an	  
attempt	  to	  involve	  citizens	  more	  in	  the	  process	  of	  urban	  planning,	  maintenance	  and	  optimisation	  of	  the	  city.	  Apps	  like	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“Fix	  my	  street”,	  originally	  launched	  in	  the	  UK	  in	  2007,	  aim	  at	  involving	  citizens	  by	  providing	  them	  with	  a	  direct	  channel	  
to	  local	  governments	  to	  report	  broken	  street	  lights	  or	  potholes	  in	  the	  street.	  
Interactive	  systems	  for	  cities	  of	  the	  future	  will	  go	  one	  step	  further:	  they	  will	  not	  only	  try	  to	  fix	  things	  and	  thus	  make	  the	  
city	  a	  nicer	  place	  to	  live	  in,	  but	  they	  will	  aim	  at	  turning	  people	  into	  proactive	  and	  engaged	  citizens.	  There	  is	  a	  multitude	  
of	  ways	  citizens	  can	  engage	  and	  participate	  in	  their	  city.	  Activities	  like	  donating	  blood	  or	  participating	  in	  Clean	  Up	  
Australia	  Day	  can	  all	  contribute	  to	  a	  better	  city.	  By	  motivating	  citizens	  to	  take	  an	  active	  role	  in	  optimising	  the	  city,	  it	  is	  
possible	  to	  reach	  a	  new	  level	  of	  sustainability	  by	  working	  together	  [6].	  
The	  application	  we	  develop	  will	  allow	  its	  users	  the	  opportunity	  to	  publish,	  log	  and	  promote	  their	  civic	  activities	  through	  
the	  use	  of	  a	  smart	  phone	  application.	  The	  term	  of	  civic	  engagement	  is	  simultaneously	  getting	  more	  popular	  and	  
broadening	  [3].	  Haste	  and	  Hogan	  [2],	  for	  example,	  argue	  that	  civic	  action	  can	  be	  divided	  into	  three	  domains.	  	  The	  
domains	  are	  voting	  behaviour,	  helping	  in	  the	  community,	  and	  making	  one’s	  voice	  heard.	  We	  are	  interested	  in	  the	  
citizens	  understanding	  of	  civic	  action.	  Hence,	  the	  first	  research	  question	  this	  study	  aims	  to	  address	  is	  what	  kinds	  of	  
activities,	  actions	  or	  events	  the	  users	  of	  our	  application	  consider	  as	  civic.	  We	  will	  try	  to	  accomplish	  this	  by	  making	  it	  
clear	  that	  the	  application	  is	  aimed	  at	  promoting	  civic	  activities	  but	  simultaneously	  it	  is	  up	  to	  the	  users	  what	  they	  want	  to	  
submit	  and	  promote.	  
	  
Over	  the	  last	  few	  years	  the	  term	  gamification	  has	  established	  itself	  as	  the	  use	  of	  game	  elements	  for	  user	  engagement.	  	  
An	  early	  definition	  by	  the	  industry	  described	  gamification	  as	  “the	  process	  of	  using	  game	  thinking	  and	  game	  mechanics	  
to	  solve	  problems	  and	  engage	  users”	  [7].	  However,	  researchers,	  like	  Nicholson	  [4],	  criticise	  the	  frequent	  identification	  of	  
gamification	  with	  a	  limited	  set	  of	  design	  patterns	  like	  leaderboards.	  In	  order	  to	  remedy	  this	  situation,	  Deterding	  [1]	  
proposes	  gameful	  design	  as	  the	  use	  of	  specific	  game	  design	  methods	  in	  other	  contexts.	  We	  will	  employ	  Jesse	  Schell’s	  
game	  design	  lenses	  [5]	  to	  include	  game	  design	  during	  the	  creation	  of	  our	  application.	  Analysing	  the	  log	  and	  survey	  data,	  
we	  intend	  to	  answer	  our	  second	  research	  question:	  How	  can	  gamification	  lead	  people	  to	  commit	  to	  more	  civic	  activities	  
and	  community	  engagement	  in	  the	  city? 
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A1.5	   Why	  should	  this	  be	  considered	  a	  negligible	  OR	  low	  risk	  application?	  	  
Refer	  to	  Chapter	  2.1	  of	  the	  National	  Statement	  when	  preparing	  your	  response	  and	  note	  that:	  	  	  
• ‘Negligible	  risk	  research’	  describes	  research	  in	  which	  there	  is	  no	  foreseeable	  risk	  of	  harm	  or	  discomfort;	  and	  any	  foreseeable	  risk	  
is	  no	  more	  than	  inconvenience	  (e.g.	  filling	  in	  a	  form,	  participating	  in	  a	  street	  survey,	  or	  giving	  up	  time	  to	  participate	  in	  research).	  
• ‘Low	   risk	   research’	   describes	   research	   in	   which	   the	   only	   foreseeable	   risk	   is	   one	   of	   discomfort	   (e.g.	   minor	   side-­‐effects	   of	  
medication,	  the	  discomforts	  related	  to	  measuring	  blood	  pressure,	  and	  anxiety	  induced	  by	  an	  interview).	  
• Research	   in	  which	   the	   risk	   for	   participants	   is	  more	   serious	   than	   discomfort	   (e.g.	  where	   a	   person’s	   reactions	   include	   pain	   or	  
becoming	  distressed)	  the	  research	  cannot	  be	  considered	  low	  risk.	  
	  
The	  research	  does	  not	  expose	  participants	  to	  risks	  greater	  than	  their	  common	  day-­‐to-­‐day	  activities.	  
The	  data	  collected	  for	  authenticating	  the	  participant	  with	  the	  app	  is	  of	  low	  risk	  because	  only	  the	  participant’s	  email	  
address	  is	  used.	  Connecting	  the	  app	  to	  the	  participant’s	  Facebook	  account	  is	  voluntary	  and	  Facebook	  informs	  the	  
participant	  how	  much	  access	  the	  app	  has	  in	  the	  process.	  The	  data	  available	  to	  the	  application	  itself	  only	  consists	  of	  the	  
email	  address,	  the	  public	  profile	  and	  the	  friends	  list	  of	  the	  user.	  The	  email	  address	  is	  of	  low	  risk	  as	  it	  is	  only	  used	  to	  
identify	  the	  user	  throughout	  the	  study.	  The	  public	  Facebook	  profile	  is	  of	  low	  risk	  as	  it	  is	  publicly	  available.	  The	  access	  to	  
the	  friends	  list	  is	  of	  low	  risk	  as	  it	  is	  only	  available	  to	  the	  participant	  inside	  the	  app	  to	  invite	  social	  contacts.	  It	  is	  very	  
common	  for	  apps	  to	  access	  Facebook	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  these	  features	  to	  their	  users.	  It	  is	  very	  likely	  that	  participants	  
already	  have	  done	  this	  many	  times	  with	  other	  apps.	  
The	  automatically	  collected	  usage	  data	  is	  of	  low	  risk,	  as	  it	  is	  only	  data	  about	  the	  interaction	  within	  the	  application.	  This	  
data	  does	  not	  contain	  personal	  information	  and	  commonly	  used	  by	  apps	  to	  evaluate	  their	  effectiveness.	  Users	  will	  be	  
made	  aware	  of	  the	  data	  collection	  before	  using	  the	  application.	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The	  collection	  of	  data	  about	  the	  activities	  submitted	  by	  the	  users	  is	  of	  low	  risk,	  as	  the	  users	  have	  to	  deliberately	  create	  
the	  activities	  and	  they	  are	  informed	  about	  the	  data	  collection	  beforehand.	  The	  collected	  data	  will	  be	  stored	  in	  secure	  
accounts,	  which	  will	  not	  be	  visible	  and	  accessible	  to	  the	  general	  public,	  thereby	  protecting	  the	  privacy	  of	  participants.	  
The	  contents	  will	  be	  destroyed	  after	  this	  study	  is	  completed.	  	  Individually	  identifiable	  data	  like	  the	  submitted	  civic	  
activities	  will	  be	  anonymized	  after	  the	  collection.	  The	  results	  will	  contain	  de-­‐identified	  data	  only.	  
The	  pre	  and	  post	  surveys	  will	  not	  deal	  with	  subjects	  of	  a	  sensitive	  nature.	  The	  questions	  will	  only	  deal	  with	  the	  
participants’	  civic	  activities	  and	  their	  opinion	  of	  the	  application	  they	  were	  provided	  to	  trial	  and	  test.	  Survey	  results	  will	  
be	  anonymized	  after	  the	  collection.	  The	  results	  will	  contain	  de-­‐identified	  data	  only.	  
All	  participants	  will	  give	  consent	  by	  clicking	  a	  checkbox	  presented	  to	  them	  at	  the	  end	  of	  an	  online	  Participant	  
Information	  Form	  (see	  attached	  Participant	  Information	  Sheet)	  before	  they	  are	  able	  to	  participate.	  The	  app	  will	  only	  be	  
accessible	  to	  participants	  who	  have	  given	  consent.	  It	  will	  not	  be	  published	  in	  a	  public	  app	  store. 
A2	  	  	  Potential	  Risks	  and	  Benefits	  (refer	  to	  Chapter	  2.1	  of	  the	  National	  Statement	  when	  preparing	  your	  response)	  	  
A2.1	   Describe	   ALL	   the	   identified	   potential	   risks	   and	   who	  may	   be	   affected	   by	   these	   risks	   e.g.	   researchers,	   participants,	  
participant	  community	  and	  /	  or	  the	  wider	  community.	  Ensure	  all	  risks	  mentioned	  at	  A2.1	  are	  discussed	  here,	  and	  that	  
the	  risks	  and	  their	  management	  are	  consistent	  throughout	  the	  application	  and	  are	  discussed	  where	  applicable	  in	  the	  
Participant	  Information	  Sheet	  and	  Consent	  Form.	  
When	  gauging	  the	  level	  of	  risk	  ensure	  you	  take	  into	  account:	  
• The	  kinds	  of	  harm,	  discomfort	  or	  inconvenience	  that	  may	  occur.	  
• The	  likelihood	  of	  these	  occurring.	  
• The	  severity	  of	  any	  harm	  that	  may	  occur.	  
• The	  choices,	  experience,	  perceptions,	  values	  and	  vulnerabilities	  of	  different	  populations	  of	  participants	  will	  also	  be	  relevant.	  
	   Potential	  risks	  during	  the	  usage	  of	  the	  application	  may	  include:	  	  
1. Participants	  may	  experience	  discomfort	  by	  using	  an	  unfamiliar	  application.	  
2. Participants	  may	  experience	  embarrassment	  in	  sharing	  their	  public	  Facebook	  profile	  info	  with	  the	  application.	  
3. Participants	  might	  be	  concerned	  for	  their	  privacy	  when	  sharing	  activities	  inside	  the	  app,	  as	  this	  will	  be	  visible	  to	  
other	  participants	  and	  the	  researchers.	  	  
4. Participants	  might	  submit	  offensive	  contents	  to	  the	  application.	  
5. Participants	  might	  want	  their	  submissions	  removed	  from	  the	  application.	  
6. Participants	  may	  experience	  discomfort	  from	  the	  motivational	  element	  of	  the	  gamification	  of	  the	  application.	  
7. Participants	  might	  be	  concerned	  for	  their	  privacy	  when	  sharing	  that	  they	  are	  participating	  in	  the	  study	  when	  
they	  invite	  other	  participants.	  
8. Participants	  might	  be	  concerned	  for	  their	  privacy	  when	  data	  about	  their	  interactions	  with	  the	  app	  is	  collected.	  
	  
Potential	  risks	  during	  the	  survey	  may	  include:	  	  
1. Participants	  may	  experience	  discomfort	  answering	  questions	  about	  their	  experiences	  and	  personal	  preferences	  
regarding	  the	  application.	  
	  
Potential	  risks	  for	  researchers	  may	  include:	  
1. The	  researcher	  team	  might	  be	  asked	  to	  solve	  community	  problems	  or	  become	  involved	  in	  in	  participants’	  
personal	  issues.	  
 
A2.2	   How	  are	  the	  risks	  to	  be	  minimised?	  And	  how	  will	   they	  be	  managed	   if	   they	  were	  to	  occur	  during	  the	  study	  or	  arise	  
after	  the	  completion	  of	  the	  study?	  
NOTE:	  The	  greater	  the	  risk	  to	  participants	  in	  any	  research	  for	  which	  ethical	  approval	  is	  given,	  the	  more	  certain	  it	  must	  be	  both	  that	  
the	  risks	  will	  be	  managed	  as	  well	  as	  possible,	  and	  that	  the	  participants	  clearly	  understand	  the	  risks	  they	  are	  taking	  on.	  Ensure	  all	  risks	  
mentioned	  at	  A2.1	  are	  discussed	  here,	  that	  the	  risks	  and	  their	  management	  are	  consistent	  throughout	  the	  application	  and	  relevant	  
information	  is	  included	  in	  the	  Participant	  Information	  Sheets	  and	  Consent	  Forms.	  
	   Usage	  of	  the	  application:	  	  
1. Participants	  can	  use	  and	  discover	  the	  application	  in	  their	  own	  time.	  They	  can	  stop	  using	  the	  application	  at	  any	  
point	  in	  time.	  
2. Connecting	  the	  app	  to	  Facebook	  is	  voluntary	  and	  common	  among	  smart	  phone	  apps.	  Participants	  will	  be	  
informed	  about	  the	  amount	  of	  information	  that	  is	  shared	  with	  the	  application	  and	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  application	  
before	  the	  application	  is	  connected	  to	  their	  account.	  A	  user	  can	  also	  delete	  the	  connection	  between	  the	  
application	  and	  Facebook	  through	  Facebook	  or	  by	  asking	  the	  researcher	  team	  to	  delete	  their	  account.	  	  
3. Participants	  are	  not	  asked	  to	  share	  anything	  that	  they	  are	  not	  comfortable	  with.	  Participants	  can	  remove	  their	  
own	  submissions.	  Participants’	  submissions	  will	  be	  anonymized	  for	  storage	  and	  only	  de-­‐identified	  data	  will	  be	  
published.	  	  
4. The	  research	  team	  will	  be	  aware	  of	  all	  submissions	  after	  they	  are	  made	  and	  can	  then	  remove	  them	  if	  they	  are	  
not	  appropriate.	  Additionally,	  an	  email	  address	  for	  reporting	  any	  offensive	  content	  will	  be	  available	  in	  the	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application	  
5. Participants	  can	  remove	  their	  own	  submissions	  themselves	  and	  the	  researchers	  can	  remove	  any	  content	  that	  
was	  submitted	  to	  the	  application	  if	  a	  user	  requests	  it.	  
6. The	  participants’	  interactions	  inside	  the	  app	  will	  only	  be	  visible	  inside	  the	  app.	  If	  a	  participant	  feels	  discomfort	  
in	  comparing	  their	  activities	  with	  others,	  they	  will	  always	  be	  able	  to	  withdraw	  from	  the	  study	  without	  
consequences.	  	  
7. Inviting	  other	  people	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  study	  is	  voluntary	  and	  involves	  no	  personal	  gain	  outside	  the	  
application.	  
8. The	  interaction	  data	  collected	  by	  the	  app	  is	  not	  individually	  identifiable	  and	  similar	  technology	  is	  commonly	  
used	  by	  apps	  in	  order	  to	  evaluate	  their	  effectiveness	  and	  find	  potential	  problems.	  
	  	  
Surveys:	  
1. Participants’	  comments	  will	  be	  maintained	  under	  strict	  anonymity.	  The	  participants	  will	  be	  informed	  that	  
completing	  the	  survey	  is	  voluntary,	  and	  will	  have	  no	  impact	  on	  how	  QUT	  or	  the	  research	  team	  sees	  them.	  
Survey	  questions	  will	  include	  thoughts	  and	  opinions	  about	  the	  application	  rather	  than	  private	  life	  related	  
discussions.	  Participants	  will	  be	  given	  contact	  details	  of	  the	  researcher	  and	  the	  QUT	  Research	  Ethics	  




1. Participants	  and	  any	  other	  interested	  stakeholders	  will	  be	  informed	  that	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  project	  is	  
exploratory	  and	  its	  results	  might	  not	  have	  an	  immediate	  impact	  in	  any	  kind	  of	  social,	  economic,	  political	  or	  




A2.3	   What	  are	  the	  potential	  benefits	  of	  the	  research	  and	  who	  would	  benefit	  from	  these?	  	  
• Benefits	  of	   research	  may	   include,	  e.g.	   gains	   in	   knowledge,	   insight	  and	  understanding,	   improved	   social	  welfare	  and	   individual	  
wellbeing,	  and	  gains	  in	  skill	  or	  expertise	  for	  individual	  researchers,	  teams	  or	  institutions.	  
• Some	   research	   may	   offer	   direct	   benefits	   to	   the	   research	   participants,	   their	   families,	   or	   particular	   group/s	   with	   whom	   they	  
identify.	  Where	  this	  is	  the	  case,	  participants	  may	  be	  ready	  to	  assume	  a	  higher	  risk	  than	  otherwise.	  	  
	   The	  benefits	  of	  this	  study	  are	  twofold.	  On	  the	  one	  hand	  we	  will	  collect	  data	  about	  what	  the	  public	  considers	  civic	  
activities,	  which	  benefits	  further	  research	  into	  the	  definition	  of	  civic	  engagement.	  On	  the	  other	  hand	  we	  investigate	  the	  
use	  of	  gamification	  and	  its	  potential	  impact	  on	  civic	  engagement.	  This	  contributes	  insights	  into	  the	  development	  of	  
further	  applications	  to	  foster	  and	  promote	  civic	  engagement	  that	  enhances	  city	  life	  and	  the	  research	  will	  further	  
knowledge	  in	  the	  field.	  
	  
A2.4	   How	  do	  the	  benefits	  justify	  the	  risks?	  	  
• Research	  is	  ethically	  acceptable	  only	  when	  its	  potential	  benefits	  justify	  any	  risks	  involved	  in	  the	  research.	  
	  
This	  study	  aims	  to	  provide	  a	  better	  understanding	  of	  what	  people	  consider	  civic	  activities	  and	  how	  civic	  engagement	  can	  
be	  improved	  through	  gamification.	  The	  users	  will	  be	  made	  aware	  of	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  data	  collection	  before	  using	  our	  
application.	  
The	  various	  benefits	  to	  the	  participants,	  research	  field	  and	  wider	  community	  outweigh	  the	  minimal	  risks.	  	  
A3	  	  	  Other	  General	  Information	  	  
A3.1	   Where	  will	  the	  data	  be	  collected?	  (e.g.	  on	  site	  at	  QUT	  or	  other	  location)	  
NOTE:	   If	  you	  would	   like	  to	  conduct	  your	  study	  at	   the	  premises	  of	  an	  external	  organisation/association	  please	  ensure	  you	  provide	  a	  
copy	  of	  your	  intended	  approach	  letter	  which	  requests	  their	  support/permission	  for	  this,	  or	  provide	  evidence	  of	  this	  if	  already	  gained.	  
	   	   QUT	   X	   Other	  –	  details:	   The	  data	  generated	  by	  the	  app	  is	  stored	  in	  private	  accounts.	  Only	  the	  researchers	  will	  have	  access.	  
A3.2	   Is	  the	  QUT	  Human	  Research	  Ethics	  Committee	  (UHREC)	  the	  primary	  or	  only	  ethics	  committee	  reviewing	  this	  proposal?	  
If	  NO,	  provide	  details	  of	  any	  other	   institutional	  HREC	   involved	  and	  the	  role	  of	  each	   institution	  (including	  QUT)	   in	  the	  project.	   If	   the	  
project	   involves	   more	   than	   one	   institution	   that	   also	   has	   a	   HREC,	   please	   provide	   details	   on	   the	   role	   of	   QUT	   UHREC;	   whether	  
arrangements	   can	   be	   put	   in	   place	   for	   to	  minimise	  multiple	   review;	   arrangements	   for	   communication	   of	   the	   roles/responsibilities	  
between	  the	  institutions	  HRECs,	  e.g.	  who	  will	  monitor	  etc.	  
	   Yes	  
A3.3	   What	  are	  the	  estimated	  timeframes	  for	  the	  project?	  	  (dd	  /	  mm	  /	  yyyy)	  
	   NOTE:	  Data	  collection	  cannot	  commence	  until	  you	  have	  received	  formal	  written	  UHREC	  approval.	  
	   Start	  of	  project	   11/11/2014	   	   Start	  of	  data	  collection	   16/03/2015	  
	   End	  of	  project	   31/12/2015	   	   End	  of	  data	  collection	   31/12/2015	  
SECTION	  B:	  	  	  	  PARTICIPANT	  OVERVIEW	  (refer	  to	  Chapter	  2.2	  of	  the	  National	  Statement	  when	  preparing	  your	  response)	  
B1.1	   Who	  will	  be	  approached	  to	  participate?	  Clearly	  outline	  each	  participant	  group.	  
Provide	  details	  of	   the	  potential	  participant	  pool.	   If	   you	  are	  accessing	  secondary	  data	  please	  provide	   full	  details,	   including	  whether	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permission	   has	   been	   sought.	   If	   you	   are	   accessing	   Queensland	   Health	   data,	   you	   should	   determine	  
(http://www.health.qld.gov.au/ohmr/)	  if	  it	  is	  necessary	  for	  you	  to	  submit	  a	  QH	  application	  (under	  the	  Public	  Health	  Act).	  
	   For	  the	  application	  we	  want	  to	  recruit	  as	  many	  people	  (18+)	  as	  possible,	  but	  our	  expectation	  is	  a	  minimum	  of	  n=20.	  
Recruitment	  will	  concentrate	  on	  people	  who	  are	  already	  civically	  active	  citizens,	  which	  may	  be	  expressed	  by	  their	  
participation	  in	  existing	  discussion	  forums	  or	  civic	  groups	  or	  events.	  	  We	  will	  contact	  leaders	  of	  established	  groups	  of	  
engaged	  citizens	  like	  urban	  gardens	  and	  ask	  them	  to	  inform	  their	  members	  about	  the	  possibility	  to	  participate	  in	  our	  
study.	  Participants	  will	  have	  to	  own	  a	  smart	  phone	  in	  order	  to	  be	  able	  to	  use	  the	  app.	  Participants	  will	  be	  able	  to	  invite	  
further	  interested	  persons	  through	  the	  app.	  	  
B1.2	   How	  many	  participants	  do	  you	  need	  for	  your	  study	  and	  approximately	  how	  many	  will	  you	  need	  to	  approach?	  
	   Our	  estimate	  is	  that	  we	  will	  need	  to	  approach	  between	  80	  and	  120	  people	  in	  order	  to	  recruit	  a	  minimum	  of	  20.	  
B1.3	   How	  will	  potential	  participants	  be	  identified	  and	  approached?	  
NOTE:	   If	   you	  would	   like	   to	   recruit	   participants	   via	   an	   external	   organisation/association	   please	   ensure	   you	   provide	   a	   copy	   of	   your	  
intended	  approach	  letter	  which	  requests	  their	  support/permission,	  or	  provide	  evidence	  of	  this	  if	  already	  gained.	  
	   We	  will	  recruit	  as	  many	  initial	  users	  as	  possible	  for	  the	  application.	  The	  research	  team	  will	  send	  recruitment	  emails	  to	  
ask	  leaders	  of	  established	  groups	  of	  engaged	  citizens	  to	  forward	  our	  recruitment.	  Examples	  for	  such	  groups	  are	  the	  
Brisbane	  Cleanup	  Project	  or	  Permablitz	  Brisbane	  	  Additionally	  we	  will	  try	  to	  recruit	  QUT	  staff	  and	  students	  via	  internal	  
mailing	  lists	  as	  approved	  by	  relevant	  AOUs	  (Administrative	  Organisational	  Unit).	  Users	  will	  also	  be	  able	  to	  invite	  their	  
Facebook	  contacts	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  study.	  Finally,	  we	  will	  make	  use	  of	  personal	  and	  professional	  networks	  as	  
another	  source	  of	  potential	  participants	  to	  be	  recruited.	  	  
	  
B1.4	   How	  will	  the	  participants	  provide	  their	  consent	  to	  participate?	  	  	  
Outline	   the	   consent	   process	   you	   will	   use,	   what	   type	   of	   consent	   will	   be	   requested	   (i.e.	   specific,	   extended	   or	   unspecified	   –	   see	  
NS2.2.14),	  what	  material	  will	  be	  provided	  to	  participants,	  how	  long	  participants	  will	  have	  to	  consider	  their	  decision	  to	  participate	  and	  
what	  discussion	  will	  occur	  with	  participants.	  	  
NOTE:	  	  
• A	  person’s	  decision	  to	  participate	  in	  research	  must	  be	  voluntary	  and	  informed	  i.e.	  not	  forced,	  coerced	  or	  obtained	  by	  improper	  
inducements	   AND	   based	   on	   sufficient	   information	   and	   adequate	   understanding	   of	   both	   the	   proposed	   research	   and	   the	  
implications	  of	  participation	  in	  it	  (the	  purpose,	  methods,	  demands,	  risks	  and	  potential	  benefits	  of	  the	  research).	  
• The	  process	  of	  communicating	  information	  to	  participants	  and	  seeking	  their	  consent	  should	  not	  be	  merely	  a	  matter	  of	  satisfying	  
a	  formal	  requirement.	  The	  aim	  is	  mutual	  understanding	  between	  researchers	  and	  participants.	  This	  aim	  requires	  an	  opportunity	  
for	  participants	  to	  ask	  questions	  and	  to	  discuss	  the	  information	  and	  their	  decision	  with	  others	  if	  they	  wish.	  
	   Persons	  who	  choose	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  study	  will	  have	  access	  to	  an	  electronic	  consent	  form.	  They	  will	  have	  to	  accept	  
this	  electronic	  consent	  form	  by	  clicking	  a	  button.	  Only	  after	  they	  have	  provided	  consent	  participants	  will	  see	  a	  link	  to	  the	  
pre-­‐survey	  and	  see	  instructions	  on	  how	  to	  get	  access	  to	  the	  app	  depending	  on	  their	  smart	  phone	  operating	  system.	  
B1.5	   Will	  the	  project	  involve	  participants	  who	  are	  unable	  to	  give	  voluntary	  or	  informed	  consent?	  	  
If	  YES,	  what	  special	  arrangements	  will	  be	  put	  in	  place	  to	  protect	  your	  participants’	  interests/welfare?	  
	   These	  questions	  refer	  to	  research	  involving:	  
• Children	  and	  young	  people	  whose	  particular	   level	  of	  maturity	  has	   implications	   for	  whether	   their	   consent	   is	  necessary	  and/or	  
sufficient	  to	  authorise	  participation	  (see	  Chapter	  4.2	  of	  the	  National	  Statement).	  
• Persons	  with	  a	   cognitive	   impairment,	   and	   intellectual	  disability,	  or	   a	  mental	   illness	   (permanent	  or	   temporary)	  which	   impacts	  
upon	  their	  ability	  to	  supply	  voluntary	  and	  informed	  consent	  (see	  Chapter	  4.5	  of	  the	  National	  Statement).	  
• Persons	  who	  are	  highly	  dependent	  on	  medical	  care,	  e.g.	  unconscious	  or	  unable	  to	  communicate	  their	  wishes	  (see	  Chapter	  4.4	  of	  
the	  National	  Statement).	  
• Covert	  observation	  of	  behaviour,	  particularly	  if	  this	  relates	  to	  sensitive,	  contentious	  or	  illegal	  activity	  consent	  (see	  Chapter	  2.3	  
and	  Chapter	  4.6	  of	  the	  National	  Statement).	  
NOTE:	  Where	  participants	  are	  unable	  to	  make	  their	  own	  decisions	  or	  have	  diminished	  capacity	  to	  do	  so,	  respect	  for	  them	  involves	  
empowering	  them	  where	  possible	  and	  providing	  for	  their	  protection	  as	  necessary.	  
	   No	  
B1.6	   Do	  you	  propose	  to	  screen	  or	  assess	  the	  suitability	  of	  the	  participants	  for	  the	  project?	  	  
If	  YES,	  clearly	  state	  and	  explain	  the	  criteria	  (inclusion	  and	  exclusion,	  as	  applicable)	  for	  selecting	  potential	  participants.	  	  	  
	   Study	  participants	  have	  to	  be	  18y/o	  or	  older.	  Participants	  will	  be	  asked	  their	  age,	  if	  they	  are	  willing	  to	  participate,	  and	  
will	  be	  excluded	  from	  the	  research	  if	  they	  are	  younger	  than	  18.	  	  
B1.7	   Will	  participants	  be	  offered	  reimbursements,	  payments	  or	  incentives?	  	  
If	  YES,	  also	  provide	  the	  specific	  details	  (type	  and	  value),	  how	  and	  when	  it	  will	  be	  provided	  and	  whether	  its	  offer	  could	  compromise	  
the	  voluntary	  nature	  of	  the	  consent	  obtained	  from	  participants.	  	  
NOTE:	  Details	  of	  these	  should	  be	  provided	  on	  the	  Participant	  Information	  Sheet.	  
• It	   is	   generally	   appropriate	   to	   reimburse	   the	   costs	   to	   participants	   of	   taking	   part	   in	   research,	   including	   costs	   such	   as	   travel,	  
accommodation	   and	   parking.	   Sometimes	   participants	   may	   also	   be	   paid	   for	   time	   involved.	   However,	   payment	   that	   is	  
disproportionate	  to	  the	  time	  involved,	  or	  any	  other	  inducement	  that	  is	  likely	  to	  encourage	  participants	  to	  take	  risks,	  is	  ethically	  
unacceptable	  (NS2.2.10)	  
• Decisions	  about	  payment	  or	  reimbursement	  in	  kind,	  whether	  to	  participants	  or	  their	  community,	  should	  take	  into	  account	  the	  
customs	  and	  practices	  of	  the	  community	  in	  which	  the	  research	  is	  to	  be	  conducted	  (NS2.2.11)	  
	   Users	  of	  the	  application	  will	  not	  be	  offered	  any	  reimbursements.	  However,	  a	  $20	  Oxfam	  voucher	  will	  be	  offered	  as	  an	  incentive	  to	  each	  participant	  who	  used	  the	  app	  and	  completed	  both	  of	  the	  surveys.	  Participants	  who	  only	  used	  the	  app	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and	  did	  not	  complete	  both	  surveys	  will	  not	  be	  reimbursed.	  The	  voucher	  will	  be	  sent	  via	  email.	  
B1.8	   Do	   you,	   or	   others	   involved	   in	   facilitating	   or	   implementing	   the	   research,	   have	   a	   pre-­‐existing	   relationship	  with	   the	  
proposed	  participants?	  Could	  this	  result	  in	  the	  proposed	  participants	  feeling	  obliged	  or	  coerced	  into	  participation?	  	  
Refer	  to	  Chapter	  4.3	  of	  the	  National	  Statement	  and	  the	  QUT	  Research	  Data	  Collection	   in	  Classrooms	  or	  Lecture	  Theatres	  guidance	  
when	  considering/preparing	  your	  response.	  
If	  YES,	  describe	  this	  relationship	  and	  how	  you	  will	  address	  the	  special	  ethical	  issues	  this	  raises	  (e.g.	  potential	  coercion	  in	  recruitment).	  
Also	  outline	  what	  special	  arrangements	  will	  be	  put	  in	  place	  to	  protect	  the	  interests	  /	  welfare	  of	  potential	  participants.	  	  	  
NOTE:	  
• Pre-­‐existing	   relationships	  may	   compromise	   the	   voluntary	   nature	   of	   participants’	   decisions,	   as	   they	   typically	   involve	   unequal	  
status,	  where	  one	  party	  has	  or	  has	  had	  a	  position	  of	  influence	  or	  authority	  over	  the	  other.	  	  
• Examples	  may	  include	  relationships	  between	  employers	  or	  supervisors	  and	  their	  employees;	  teachers	  and	  their	  students;	  carers	  
and	  people	  with	  chronic	  conditions	  or	  disabilities	  or	  people	  in	  residential	  care	  or	  supported	  accommodation;	  etc	  (see	  Chapter	  
4.3	  of	  the	  National	  Statement	  for	  more	  examples).	  	  
• While	  this	  influence	  does	  not	  necessarily	  invalidate	  the	  decision,	  it	  does	  mean	  that	  particular	  attention	  should	  be	  given	  to	  the	  
process	  through	  which	  consent	  is	  negotiated.	  
	   As	  part	  of	  the	  recruiting	  strategy	  we	  will	  use	  personal	  and	  professional	  networks	  to	  recruit	  participants.	  	  Previous	  
relations	  with	  participants	  are	  not	  intended	  to	  affect	  data	  collection.	  The	  participation	  in	  the	  study	  is	  a	  voluntary	  
decision	  of	  each	  participant.	  
B1.9	   Will	  you	  conduct	  a	  debriefing	  session	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  research	  or	  at	  the	  end	  of	  each	  participant’s	  involvement?	  	  	  
If	  YES,	  please	  provide	  the	  details	  of	  this	  session.	  NOTE:	  Such	  a	  session	  is	  required	  for	  research	  involving	  deception	  (see	  Chapter	  2.3	  of	  
the	  National	  Statement),	  and	  may	  be	  appropriate	  if	  the	  research	  is	  likely	  to	  cause	  discomfort	  to	  participants.	  	  
	   No	  
B1.10	   Consider	  providing	  feedback	  to	  participants	  as	  this	  is	  encouraged	  by	  the	  National	  Statement.	  	  
Will	  feedback	  and/or	  the	  research	  results	  be	  reported	  to	  participants?	  	  
• If	  YES,	  explain	  how	  this	  will	  be	  done	  and	  in	  what	  form	  this	  reporting	  will	  occur.	  	  
• If	  NO,	  explain	  why	  the	  participants	  are	  not	  to	  be	  provided	  with	  such	  a	  report.	  	  
	  
Yes.	  The	  researchers	  know	  the	  participants	  email	  address.	  After	  the	  post-­‐survey	  participants	  will	  be	  asked	  if	  they	  would	  
like	  to	  be	  e-­‐mailed	  a	  summary	  of	  the	  results	  or	  a	  link	  to	  ePrints	  to	  a	  published	  paper	  as	  result	  of	  the	  research	  process.	  
Researcher	  contact	  details	  will	  also	  be	  available	  in	  all	  information	  sheets	  participants	  receive.	  	  
SECTION	  C:	  	  	  DATA	  MANAGEMENT	  
C1	  	  Future	  Use	  of	  Data	  
C1.1	   Is	   it	   likely	  /	  possible	   that	  any	  of	   the	  data	  collected	  will	  be	  used	  by	  you,	  or	  others,	   for	  any	   research	  other	   than	  that	  
outlined	  in	  this	  application?	  See	  Chapter	  2.2	  and	  Chapter	  3.2	  when	  preparing	  your	  response.	  
If	  YES,	  describe	  below	  and	  ensure	  this	  is	  outlined	  in	  all	  your	  participant	  information	  sheets	  and	  consent	  forms.	  	  
• Participants	  should	  be	  fully	  informed	  of	  the	  possibility	  of	  any	  future	  use	  of	  data	  collected	  and	  their	  ‘extended’	  or	  ‘unspecified’	  
consent	  gained.	  Failure	  to	  do	  this	  may	  restrict	  the	  future	  use	  of	  the	  data.	  
• Any	   restrictions	  on	   the	  use	  of	  participants’	  data	   should	  be	   recorded	  and	   the	   record	  kept	  with	   the	  collected	  data	   so	   that	   it	   is	  
always	  accessible	  to	  researchers	  who	  want	  to	  access	  those	  data	  for	  research.	  
• Please	  note	   that	  data	   sharing	   is	   increasingly	  being	  encouraged	   to	  gain	  maximum	  benefit	   from	  research,	   so	  a	  YES	   response	   is	  
encouraged	   in	  most	   cases.	   If	   YES,	   describe	   below	   and	   ensure	   this	   is	   outlined	   in	   all	   your	   Participant	   Information	   Sheets	   and	  
Consent	  Forms.	  
	   Yes.	  Data	  collected	  in	  this	  study	  may	  be	  useful	  for	  publications	  and	  it	  could	  be	  used	  in	  future	  research	  related	  occasions.	  
As	  the	  data	  collected	  here	  will	  be	  stored	  and	  will	  be	  available	  for	  other	  researches,	  participants	  will	  be	  informed	  that	  
anonymised	  data	  may	  be	  used	  in	  other	  research	  projects.	  
C2	  	  Procedures	  &	  Protection	  
C2.1	   What	  data	  collection	  procedures	  will	  be	  utilised?	  	  	  
Place	  an	  ‘X’	  in	  the	  relevant	  boxes	  below	  AND	  provide	  a	  copy	  (draft	  or	  finalised,	  labelled	  as	  such)	  of	  the	  relevant	  instrument,	  protocol	  
or	  other	  written	   form	  used	   to	  guide	   (e.g.	   interview	  questions/guide)	  or	   collect	  data	   (e.g.	   survey)	  or	   include	  an	  explanation	  of	   the	  
method	   by	   which	   the	   data	   will	   be	   collected.	   Clinical	   experimental	   measures	   /	   tools	   or	   creative	   works	   are	   considered	   “Other	  
Instrument”.	  	  
	   X	   Questionnaires/Surveys	  	   	   Archival	  records	  
	   	   Interviews	   	   Focus	  groups	  
	   X	   Other	  instrument	  –	  provide	  details:	  	   (If	  there	  is	  insufficient	  space	  below,	  provide	  details	  in	  an	  additional	  separate	  document)	  
	  
This	  project	  will	  collect	  data	  from	  a	  deployment	  of	  the	  smart	  phone	  app	  developed	  by	  the	  research	  team.	  
C2.2	   Have	  the	  data	  collection	  procedures	  been	  previously	  approved	  by	  QUT	  or	  are	  they	  an	  academic	  standard	  instrument?	  
If	  YES,	  provide	  brief	  details	  on	  prior	  approval	  or	  where	  instruments	  have	  been	  used	  previously,	  e.g.	  under	  a	  similar	  research	  context	  
	   Yes,	  similar	  instruments	  and	  methods	  have	  been	  approved	  in	  previous	  studies	  at	  QUT.	  The	  methods	  described	  in	  this	  
application	  are	  also	  commonly	  used	  as	  standard	  research	  procedures	  and	  techniques	  in	  interaction	  design. 
C2.3	   In	  what	  form	  will	  the	  human	  data	  be	  collected,	  stored	  and	  used/reported?	  	  
In	  each	  row,	  indicate	  which	  form	  of	  data	  (eg.	  interviews,	  questionnaires	  etc)	  applies	  for	  your	  study.	  	  
At	  least	  one	  column	  must	  be	  completed	  in	  each	  row	  but	  if	  different	  data	  are	  in	  different	  forms,	  you	  will	  need	  to	  complete	  more	  
than	  one	  box	  in	  each	  column	  or	  row.	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i.e.	  Data	  from	  which	  the	  identity	  of	  
a	   specific	   individual	   can	   be	  
reasonably	   ascertained	   eg.	   name,	  
image,	   date	   of	   birth,	   and/or	  
address.	  
Re-­‐Identifiable	   or	   Potentially	  
Re-­‐Identifiable	  
i.e.	   Data	   from	   which	   identifiers	  
have	   been	   removed	   and	   replaced	  
by	  codes,	  but	  it	  remains	  possible	  to	  
re-­‐identify	   individuals,	   eg.	  by	  using	  




i.e.	   Data	   that	   have	   never	   been	  
labelled	   with	   individual	   identifiers	  
OR	   from	   which	   identifiers	   have	  
been	   permanently	   removed	   such	  
that	   no	   specific	   individual	   can	   be	  
identified	  by	  the	  researchers.	  
	   Collected	   Survey	  data,	  app	  submissions	   Interaction	  data	   	  
	  
Stored	   	   Survey	  data,	  app	  submissions	  and	  interaction	  data	   	  
	  
Used/Reported	   	   	   Survey	  data,	  app	  submissions	  and	  interaction	  data	  
C2.4	   Is	  this	  project	  funded?	  	  
If	  YES,	   outline	  what	   rights	   the	   funder	  of	   the	   study	  will	   have	   to	  data	  obtained	   from	   the	   study,	   and	   in	  what	   format	   e.g.	   aggregate	  
reports	  only,	  access	  to	  raw	  data	  or	  other.	  NOTE:	  Any	  access	  by	  the	  funder	  should	  be	  made	  clear	  to	  participants.	  	  
	   No	  
C2.5	   How	  will	  confidentiality	  of	  the	  study	  records	  be	  protected	  during	  the	  study	  and	  in	  the	  publication	  of	  results?	  	  
NOTE:	  If	  you	  intend	  to	  identify	  participants	  or	  organisations,	  this	  needs	  to	  be	  made	  clear	  on	  the	  Participant	  Information	  Sheet.	  
	   No	  names,	  or	  any	  identifying	  elements	  will	  be	  used	  in	  the	  publication	  of	  the	  thesis	  and/or	  related	  outcomes	  such	  as	  
conference	  and	  journal	  papers.	  However,	  the	  submissions	  and	  interactions	  will	  be	  visible	  and	  identifiable	  within	  the	  
app.	  Participants	  will	  be	  made	  aware	  of	  this	  in	  the	  consent	  form.	  The	  data	  collected	  from	  the	  interactions	  and	  
submissions	  will	  also	  be	  potentially	  reidentifiable.	  
C2.6	   Is	  this	  a	  collaborative	  project?	  	  
If	  YES,	  also	  provide	  brief	  detail	  on	  data-­‐sharing	  arrangements	  e.g.	  open	  –	  all	  parties	  have	  access	  to	  each	  other’s	  data;	  partial	  –	  data	  
held	  by	  collaborator	  completing	  particular	  component.	  
	   No	  
C2.7	   Who	  will	  own	  the	  resulting	  research	  data	  and	  the	  created	  intellectual	  property?	  	  
Place	  an	  ‘X’	  in	  the	  relevant	  box/es	  below	  –	  at	  least	  one	  box	  must	  be	  checked.	  If	  relevant	  you	  can	  check	  more	  than	  one	  box,	  ie	  QUT	  
and	  an	  external	  organisation.	  Please	  refer	  to	  the	  D/3.1	  Intellectual	  property	  (IP)	  policy	  for	  further	  information.	  
	   X	   QUT	  STAFF	   	  –	  QUT	  is	  the	  owner	  of	  IP	  created	  by	  staff	  members	  in	  the	  course	  of	  their	  employment.	  
	   	   STUDENT/S	   	  –The	  IP	  generated	  is	  personally	  owned	  by	  the	  student	  if	  not	  assigned	  to	  QUT	  or	  other	  organisation.	  
	   	   BOTH	  QUT	  &	  STUDENT/S	   –	  If	  the	  IP	  for	  the	  student	  project	  has	  been	  assigned	  to	  QUT,	  ownership	  of	  data	  and	  IP	  is	  shared.	  
	   	   EXTERNAL	  ORGANISATION	   –	  Give	  details:	   	  
	  
NOTE:	  	   QUT	  requires	  an	  IP	  agreement	  to	  be	  in	  place	  if	  IP	  ownership	  is	  to	  deviate	  from	  that	  described	  in	  D/3.1	  Intellectual	  property	  
(IP)	  policy.	  Please	  contact	   the	  relevant	  section	  of	   the	  Division	  of	  Research	  &	  Commercialisation	   if	  you	  require	  any	   further	  
assistance.	  
C3	  	  Storage	  &	  Security	  
Ensure	  you	  refer	  to	  the	  QUT	  Data	  Management	  Checklist	  BEFORE	  completing	  this	  section.	  
• Data	  should	  be	  stored	  in	  a	  locked	  filing	  cabinet	  at	  QUT	  and/or	  electronically	  on	  a	  QUT	  mainframe	  drive.	  
• Data	  must	  not	  be	  stored	  solely	  at	  home.	  	  	  
C3.1	   X	   YES	   Confirm	  that	  your	  research	  data	  and	  other	  records	  will	  be	  stored	  for	  the	  required	  period.	  
Refer	  to	  the	  Guidelines	  for	  the	  Management	  of	  Research	  Data	  at	  QUT	  	   	   	  
C3.2	   HARD/PAPER	  COPIES...	  	  	  (e.g.	  signed	  consent	  forms,	  are	  required	  to	  be	  kept	  for	  15	  years	  as	  per	  the	  Qld	  State	  Archives	  Schedule)	  
	   Qld	  State	  Archives:	  http://www.archives.qld.gov.au/Recordkeeping/RetentionDisposal/Pages/RDS-­‐alpha.aspx	  University	  Sector:	  	  	  http://www.archives.qld.gov.au/Recordkeeping/GRKDownloads/Documents/Universities.pdf	  	  
C3.2.1	   What	  is	  the	  location/s	  of	  storage?	  	  
	  	  	  (i.e.	  QUT	  room/building	  location	  and/or	  offsite	  storage	  location)	   GP-­‐D325	  
C3.2.2	   How	  will	  access	  to	  the	  stored	  data	  be	  controlled?	   QUT	  secure	  access	  
C3.2.3	   Who	  will	  have	  access	  to	  the	  stored	  data?	   The	  named	  researchers	  listed	  on	  the	  coversheet	  
C3.3	   ELECTRONIC	  DATA...	   	  
C3.3.1	   What	  is	  the	  location/s	  of	  storage	  and	  back-­‐up?	  	  
	  	  	  (i.e.	  a	  secure	  computer/server	  and/or	  offsite	  storage	  location)	  
Personal	  computer	  at	  QUT	  GP	  D325	  
C3.3.2	   How	  will	  access	  to	  the	  stored	  data	  be	  controlled?	   Password	  
C3.3.3	   Who	  will	  have	  access	  to	  the	  stored	  data?	   The	  named	  researchers	  listed	  on	  the	  coversheet	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D Ethical Consent Form
	  
PARTICIPANT	  INFORMATION	  FOR	  QUT	  RESEARCH	  PROJECT	  
–	  Smart	  Phone	  App	  and	  Survey	  –	  
	  
How	  can	  gamification	  lead	  people	  to	  commit	  to	  more	  civic	  activities	  and	  community	  
engagement	  in	  the	  city?	  
	  
QUT	  Ethics	  Approval	  Number	  1500000097	  
	  
RESEARCH	  TEAM	  	  
Principal	  Researcher:	   Professor	  Marcus	  Foth	   Director	  
Associate	  Researchers:	   Sebastian	  Rehm	   Research	  Intern	  
	   Peta	  Mitchell	   Research	  Fellow	  
	   Urban	  Informatics	  Research	  Lab,	  Queensland	  University	  of	  Technology	  (QUT)	  
	  
DESCRIPTION	  
This	  project	  is	  being	  undertaken	  as	  part	  of	  a	  research	  study	  conducted	  by	  the	  Urban	  Informatics	  Research	  Lab	  at	  QUT.	  The	  purpose	  
of	  this	  project	  is	  to	  evaluate	  a	  smart	  phone	  app	  fostering	  and	  supporting	  community	  engagement	  and	  civic	  activities	  in	  the	  city.	  
	  
You	   are	   invited	   to	   participate	   in	   this	   project,	   because	   we	   are	   interested	   in	   talking	   to	   people	   who	   are	   interested	   in	   civic	  
engagement,	   own	   a	   smart	   phone	   and	   are	   18	   years	   old	   or	   older.	   We	   would	   like	   to	   learn	   about	   your	   civic	   activities	   and	   your	  
experience	  with	  our	  app	  (how	  you	  used	   it,	  what	   influence	   it	  had	  on	  your	  civic	  activities,	  etc.).	  Our	  goal	   is	   to	   further	  extend	  our	  




Your	  participation	  will	  consist	  of	  three	  steps:	  
1. Completing	  a	  pre-­‐survey	  about	  civic	  activities	  
2. Using	  our	  app	  repeatedly	  over	  a	  timeframe	  of	  at	  least	  two	  weeks	  
3. Completing	  a	  post-­‐survey	  evaluating	  the	  app	  
	  
Questions	  in	  the	  surveys	  will	  include	  “What	  do	  you	  consider	  to	  be	  examples	  of	  civic	  activities?”	  and	  “Did	  the	  application	  increase	  
your	  participation	  in	  civic	  activities?”	  
	  
Your	  participation	  in	  this	  study	  is	  voluntary.	  If	  you	  do	  agree	  to	  participate,	  you	  can	  withdraw	  from	  the	  study	  without	  comment	  or	  
penalty.	  If	  you	  withdraw,	  on	  request	  any	  identifiable	  information	  already	  obtained	  from	  you	  will	  be	  destroyed.	  Your	  decision	  to	  
participate	  or	  not	  participate	  will	  in	  no	  way	  impact	  upon	  your	  current	  or	  future	  relationship	  with	  QUT.	  
	  
EXPECTED	  BENEFITS	  
It	   is	  expected	  that	  this	  project	  will	  not	  benefit	  you	  directly.	  However,	   it	  may	  benefit	  the	  community	   in	  the	  future	  by	  generating	  
findings	  and	  knowledge	  that	  allows	  for	  a	  better	  design	  of	  applications	  for	  increasing	  community	  engagement	  and	  civic	  activities.	  
To	  recognise	  your	  contribution,	  the	  research	  team	  is	  offering	  participants	  who	  complete	  all	  three	  parts	  of	  the	  study,	  a	  $20	  Oxfam	  
voucher.	  We	  will	  send	  you	  the	  voucher	  via	  email	  as	  soon	  as	  you	  have	  completed	  the	  post-­‐survey.	  
	  
RISKS	  
The	   research	   team	  believes	   that	   there	   are	  minimal	   risks	   associated	  with	   your	   participation	   in	   this	   research,	   and	   these	   are	   not	  
beyond	  day-­‐to-­‐day	   living,	  but	  these	  risks	   include	  that	  you	  might	  experience	  discomfort	   in	  disclosing	  your	  civic	  activities	  through	  
the	  app	  or	  the	  survey.	  If	  you	  wish	  you	  can	  use	  your	  Facebook	  account	  to	  log	  into	  the	  app.	  The	  app	  will	  only	  have	  access	  to	  your	  
email	  address,	  your	  public	  Facebook	  profile	  and	  your	  friends	  list.	  The	  app	  will	  not	  be	  able	  to	  post	  to	  Facebook	  for	  you.	  Actions	  you	  
take	  inside	  the	  app,	  such	  as	  submitting	  a	  civic	  activity,	  will	  be	  visible	  to	  other	  participants	  of	  the	  app.	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  if	  you	  
do	  agree	  to	  participate	  you	  can	  withdraw	  from	  participation	  at	  any	  time	  during	  the	  project	  without	  comment	  or	  penalty.	   If	  you	  
withdraw,	  on	  request	  any	  identifiable	  information	  already	  obtained	  from	  you	  will	  be	  destroyed.	  
	  
PRIVACY	  AND	  CONFIDENTIALITY	  
The	  research	  team	  will	  collect	  data	  on	  your	  submissions	  and	  interactions	  (e.g.	  which	  features	  you	  use)	  inside	  the	  app.	  Interaction	  
data	  will	   be	   collected	  anonymously.	   You	  will	   be	  able	   to	   connect	   the	  app	   to	   your	   Facebook	  account	   in	  which	   case	  we	  will	   have	  
access	  to	  your	  public	  Facebook	  profile,	  email	  address	  and	  friends	  list.	  All	  submissions	  of	  civic	  activities	  in	  the	  app	  are	  public	  inside	  
the	  app,	  but	  any	  data	  collected	  will	  be	  anonymised	  before	  the	  publication	  of	  research	  results,	  and	  will	  be	  treated	  confidentially	  
unless	  required	  by	  law.	  The	  names	  of	  individual	  persons	  are	  not	  required	  for	  research	  purposes.	  
	  
Any	  data	  collected	  as	  part	  of	  this	  project	  will	  be	  stored	  securely	  as	  per	  the	  QUT	  Management	  of	  Research	  Data	  policy.	  
Please	  note	  that	  non-­‐identifiable	  data	  collected	  in	  this	  project	  may	  be	  used	  as	  comparative	  data	  in	  future	  projects.	  
	  
CONSENT	  TO	  PARTICIPATE	  
Your	  agreement	  with	  this	  form	  online	  is	  accepted	  as	  an	  indication	  of	  your	  consent	  to	  participate	  in	  this	  study.	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  QUESTIONS	  /	  FURTHER	  INFORMATION	  ABOUT	  THE	  PROJECT	  
If	  have	  any	  questions	  or	  require	  further	  information	  please	  contact	  one	  of	  the	  research	  team	  members	  below.	  
	  
Sebastian	  Rehm	   07	  3138	  8189	   sebastian.rehm@qut.edu.au	  
Marcus	  Foth	   07	  3138	  8189	   m.foth@qut.edu.au	  
	  
CONCERNS	  /	  COMPLAINTS	  REGARDING	  THE	  CONDUCT	  OF	  THE	  PROJECT	  
QUT	   is	   committed	   to	   research	   integrity	  and	   the	  ethical	   conduct	  of	   research	  projects.	  However,	   if	   you	  do	  have	  any	   concerns	  or	  
complaints	   about	   the	   ethical	   conduct	   of	   the	  project	   you	  may	   contact	   the	  QUT	  Research	   Ethics	  Unit	   on	   07	   3138	  5123	  or	   email	  
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au.	  The	  QUT	  Research	  Ethics	  Unit	  is	  not	  connected	  with	  the	  research	  project	  and	  can	  facilitate	  a	  resolution	  
to	  your	  concern	  in	  an	  impartial	  manner.	  
Thank	  you	  for	  helping	  with	  this	  research	  project.	  Please	  keep	  this	  sheet	  for	  your	  information.	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E Sample Approach Email
 
 
Sample	  approach	  email	  
	  
Subject	  Title:	  	  




As	  part	  of	  a	  QUT	  research	  study,	  we	  are	  interested	  how	  we	  can	  motivate	  people	  to	  commit	  to	  more	  civic	  activities	  and	  
community	  engagement	  in	  the	  city.	  We	  want	  to	  know	  what	  types	  of	  activities	  you	  consider	  to	  be	  civic,	  and	  how	  we	  can	  
increase	  motivation	  and	  engagement	  in	  these	  activities.	  
	  
We	  are	  looking	  for	  study	  participants	  (aged	  18+)	  who	  will	  be	  asked	  to	  use	  a	  prototype	  smart	  phone	  app	  regularly	  over	  
the	  next	  two	  weeks	  to	  publish	  and	  log	  local	  civic	  activities.	  We	  will	  also	  ask	  you	  to	  complete	  a	  short	  10-­‐minute	  survey	  
before	  and	  after	  using	  the	  application.	  To	  recognise	  your	  contribution,	  we	  offer	  you	  a	  $20	  voucher	  after	  completing	  the	  
study.	  
	  
Should	  you	  wish	  to	  participate	  the	  following	  link	  will	  provide	  you	  with	  the	  first	  survey	  and	  instructions	  on	  how	  to	  install	  
the	  app:	  
	   [link	  to	  the	  consent-­‐form]	  
	  
The	  post-­‐survey	  will	  be	  sent	  to	  you	  after	  you	  have	  completed	  the	  pre-­‐survey	  and	  have	  used	  the	  application	  for	  at	  least	  
two	  weeks.	  
	  
Please	  reply	  via	  email	  if	  you	  have	  any	  questions.	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Date Launch News To-do To-dos Activity Profile ActivitiesList ActivitiesMap
22/03/15 27 7 0 3 3 2 34 8
23/03/15 75 10 3 11 2 4 35 5
24/03/15 27 15 0 9 21 4 54 18
25/03/15 10 13 1 10 18 7 32 10
26/03/15 40 21 23 28 20 12 50 11
27/03/15 71 20 2 32 68 10 121 24
28/03/15 12 8 7 9 5 2 24 9
29/03/15 8 7 5 13 4 2 13 6
30/03/15 23 6 0 1 14 3 31 8
31/03/15 8 3 0 4 2 1 10 6
01/04/15 2 0 3 3 0 0 3 3
02/04/15 10 12 8 27 21 5 26 25
03/04/15 3 1 0 4 6 0 10 5
04/04/15 3 2 4 5 2 2 6 1
05/04/15 3 1 2 7 6 2 9 6
06/04/15 3 1 2 6 10 0 13 4
07/04/15 5 7 0 4 2 1 13 2
08/04/15 6 7 2 14 12 2 13 12
09/04/15 5 14 7 11 17 4 11 6
10/04/15 3 6 7 11 6 5 5 5
11/04/15 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
12/04/15 2 1 0 1 1 0 3 4
13/04/15 3 1 5 9 19 1 8 16
14/04/15 5 2 2 7 5 1 8 6
15/04/15 2 0 7 9 3 0 4 2
16/04/15 3 0 0 8 17 8 6 9
17/04/15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18/04/15 3 4 5 7 7 4 6 3
19/04/15 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1
20/04/15 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1
21/04/15 2 0 0 0 2 0 6 0
22/04/15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUM 370 170 95 253 293 82 559 216
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The rise of the mobile internet enables the creation of 
applications that provide new and easier ways for people to 
organise themselves, raise issues, take action and interact 
with their city. At the same time, society faces new 
problems that can only be solved when citizens work 
together. Nevertheless, a lack of motivation or knowledge 
often prevents many citizens from regularly contributing to 
the common good. In this position paper, we present 
DoGood – a mobile app – as a socio-technological system 
that aims at supporting the collective intelligence of 
citizens in their pursuit of civic engagement and civic 
collaboratories. Our study asks to what extent gamification 
can motivate users to “do good” deeds. The DoGood app 
uses gamified elements to encourage citizens to submit and 
promote their civic activities as well as to join the activities 
of others. Gamification is sometimes criticised for simply 
adding a limited number of game elements, such as 
leaderboards, on top of an existing experience with the 
hope of increasing motivation. However, in the case of the 
DoGood app, the process of game design was an integral 
part of the development, and the gamified elements target 
the user’s intrinsic motivations instead of providing them 
with an external reward. In this paper, we present design 
elements of the app and discuss their potential to support 
collective intelligence for the common good. 
Categories and Subject Descriptors 
H.4 [Human-centered computing Empirical studies in 
HCI]: Empirical studies in HCI  
Keywords 
civic engagement, civic intelligence, gamification, urban 
informatics 
1. INTRODUCTION 
Apps like “Fix my street,” originally launched in the UK in 
2007, aim to involve citizens by providing them with a 
direct channel to local governments to report street-level 
problems, such as potholes or broken street lights. With the 
help of apps such as these, cities can now react to these 
maintenance issues earlier and make use of a feedback 
channel to citizens to inform them about the status of the 
repairs. New interactive systems for cities of the future are 
going one step further: they not only try to fix things and 
thus make the city function more smoothly, but they aim to 
encourage people to become proactive and engaged citizens 
[6].  
Activities such as donating blood or participating in 
communal street rubbish collection can all contribute to 
collectively improving city life, and participation in such 
activities could be considered civic. According to the 
Oxford English Dictionary the adjective “civic” describes 
something that is “concerned with the welfare of the 
community as a whole, public-spirited” [1]. The term civic 
engagement is simultaneously becoming more popular and 
broadening [9]. Consequently, there are many definitions 
for the term but at the same time there is no single widely 
agreed upon meaning of the term [2]. Similarly, Adler [2] 
defines civic engagement as the way “an active citizen 
participates in the life of a community in order to improve 
conditions for others or to help shape the community’s 
future.” Although this definition emphasises improving 
conditions for others, many ICT applications for increasing 
civic engagement focus only on giving citizens new 
methods for voicing their opinion [13, 8]. 
Whereas civic engagement describes the participation of a 
single citizen, Schuler defines the term civic intelligence as 
“the dynamic ability of collectivities to perceive and 
address social and environmental problems in ways that are 
just, and sustainable” [14, p. 62]. Hence, community 
organised activities like blood drives1 or charity runs2 could 
be considered manifestations of civic intelligence. Instead 
of trusting that the problems of our time will solve 
themselves through new technologies, Schuler rightly 
argues for using technology to help humans solve those 
problems [15]. ICT can help a lot in supporting civic 
intelligence by providing new and easier ways for people to 
organise themselves, raise issues and take action. By 
motivating citizens to take an active role, it is possible to 
reach a new level of sustainability.  
                                                            
1 a special event where donors come to give blood 
2 a running event where participants raise funds for a charity from 
personal sponsors 
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As evidenced by their commercial success, video games are 
engaging people in ways that seem to trump reality [12]. 
Researchers are starting to acknowledge the relevance of 
video games in our daily lives and have begun to 
investigate their civic potential [7, 16] leading to the rise of 
the concept of “gamification.” Gamification harnesses the 
motivational power of games in order to create new habits 
or make otherwise routine or “boring” processes more 
compelling [17]. From the beginning, gamification has 
been critiqued for trying to apply a narrow set of game 
elements, like points and badges, onto existing processes 
with the hope of increasing motivation [3]. Critics voiced 
the concern that only adding external rewards to an activity 
could replace or displace intrinsic motivation [11]. Still, 
there are researchers and practitioners who suggest that 
there is more to gamification than a few game interface 
elements [11, 5]. By employing the process of game design 
in the design of an activity, inherent challenges and 
motivations can be discovered [4]. As a consequence, an 
activity can be gamified in a way that supports the already 
intrinsic motivations instead of replacing them. 
By leveraging collective intelligence and motivating 
citizens to take an active role in contributing to the 
common good, it is possible to reach a new level of 
sustainability. Games researcher McGonigal argues that, 
“All the good that comes out of games ... stems from their 
ability to organize us around a voluntary obstacle.” [10]. 
Our research primarily asks the question, how gamification 
in mobile interaction design can be used to motivate 
engagement around civic activities. At the same time we 
acknowledge that the term civic activity is not well defined. 
Instead of providing a fixed definition for the term, we 
want to find out what it means to our study participants. 
2. DOGOOD APP 
In our study’s first focus group session, we found out that 
most activities people consider to be civic, such as 
volunteering for a neighbourhood watch, are focused on 
having a local impact and are place-based. This focus group 
also enabled us to extract two main aims an application for 
civic activities should target: Increasing the number of 
people participating in civic activities and improve the 
awareness about the range of civic activities out there. 
Shaped by these aims, we came up with a core concept for 
the DoGood app: A repository of civic activities, where 
users can discover civic activities as well as create and 
promote their own civic activities. We wanted to use 
gameful design to increase the motivation of our users and 
remedy the aforementioned issues. The idea generation for 
gamifying these features was done according to the process 
suggested by Deterding [4]. We focused on ideas that tap 
into existing motivation (e.g., contributing to a better or 
more responsive city) rather than ideas that add an extrinsic 
reward. 
The competition between different activities is at the centre 
of our final concept for the DoGood app. We visualise the 
contribution of a user to an activity by linking their 
decision to join an activity to an increase in the score of the 
activity. This element taps into the motivation to support a 
particular cause and aims at increasing participation in civic 
activities. Participants of our focus group and 
brainstorming session indicated that they would like to be 
notified about interesting civic activities instead of having 
to seek them out on their own. To increase awareness about 
civic activities and to give the score of an activity 
additional meaning, the score defines the influence radius 
of an activity. Users that wander into the influence radius 
of an activity get notified about the activity. 
Another gameful element aimed at increasing participation 
is the addition of a deadline when choosing to do a civic 
activity. If a civic activity does not have a specific date, a 
user has to choose a date by which they want to complete 
the activity. Thereby they are creating a challenge for 
themselves while still remaining autonomous. The decision 
to join an activity as well as the creation or completion of 
an activity is visible to other users. In contrast to a 
leaderboard, the awareness about the actions of others 
leaves it open to the user whether this motivates them to 
compete or to emulate. Similarly, the app collects the 
achievements of users, such as how many activities they 
completed but does not directly compare users. 
As some of the gameful elements of the DoGood app are 
dependent on the user’s location as well as the availability 
of notifications features, we chose to create a mobile 
prototype of the app. The features of the app are divided 
among four main tabs the user can access (Figure 1). In the 
first tab, users can discover the submitted activities in either 
a map or a list view. On the map the influence radius of 
single activities is represented by a circle filled with a red 
to yellow gradient and the size of the activities icon. In the 
list view activities are sorted by the user’s distance to the 




Figure 1: Screenshots of the activity map and the details of an 
activity on iPhone 
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Users can add their own activities by clicking on the plus 
icon in the top right-hand corner. An activity must have a 
title, a location and an icon, while other properties, such as 
a description, are optional. By clicking on an activity a user 
can get more detailed information (Figure 1). The user can 
also add the activity as a personal to-do item. If an activity 
does not have a predefined date, the user has to choose how 
many days they give themselves to complete the activity. In 
the news section of the app, users can see when new 




Figure 2: Screenshots of the todo list and an achievements 
page on a Nexus 4 Android smartphone 
 
In the to-do section (Figure 2), a user can see an overview 
of which activities they have currently signed up to, which 
ones they have been invited to, and which ones they have 
already completed. Being invited to do an activity results in 
a push notification, while users are also notified about a 
not-yet-completed activity. Users are sent an encouraging 
message after they mark a to-do as completed, and the 
marker of the activity gets added to their achievements. The 
achievements page 2) of a user also keeps track of the 
created activities and the amount of invited friends. 
3. CONCLUSIONS 
Society faces new problems every day and sometimes only 
a collective effort can lead to sustainable solutions [15]. 
Often, people would like to be part of such efforts, but a 
lack of motivation and knowledge keeps them at home. The 
DoGood app presented here offers a new way for citizens 
to keep abreast of civic activities available to them and 
occurring nearby. Moreover, the DoGood app represents an 
attempt to create technology that does not try to solve a 
community’s issues for them, but rather enables citizens to 
proactively contribute to their community themselves. 
By showing users the range and volume of activities 
available in their local area and employing gamified 
elements, the app attempts to combat the aforementioned 
lack of motivation and knowledge. The app fosters 
collective intelligence as it does not try to define the 
common good for its users, but rather inspire them to 
contribute their own activities and hence their own 
definition.  
With this app we investigate if and how the use of 
gamification can help to motivate users to promote and join 
these activities as well as create their own. Currently, a user 
study is being conducted to test the app in the real world. 
However, to make a true impact the app would have to be 
further developed on the basis of the user feedback and 
deployed to more than just a small number of study 
participants. 
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